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Abstract

In dueling bandits, the learner compares two arms in each round and observes only which one is
preferred. This paper asks what changes when the compared pair also affects the next state, as in a
recommendation interface where the pair shown to a user affects the user’s next context. We formulate this
problem as a state-wise preference-based MDP, an episodic tabular MDP in which the learner selects a
pair of arms at each visited state, observes only a noisy comparison between them, and moves to a next
state that may depend on the pair. The preferences may change adversarially across episodes, and the
loss of a pair is defined through Borda scores. We show that the minimax regret of this problem under
known transitions is ©(min{ HT, (H>SK)'/3T?/3}), where H, S, K, and T are the numbers of steps
per episode, states, arms, and episodes, and that this rate is achieved by an algorithm based on online linear
optimization over the set of occupancy measures. If the pair did not affect the next state, each state would
be a separate dueling bandit, and the 7%/ term of the minimax regret would be smaller by a factor of H'/3,
demonstrating the cost of having action-dependent state transitions. We also give a policy optimization
algorithm with closed-form updates, whose regret is O(( H*SK?3)'/3T2/3) up to lower-order terms, and
we extend both algorithms to unknown transitions.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning from preference feedback instead of numerical rewards has attracted increasing
attention (Wirth et al., 2017; Christiano et al., 2017; Novoseller et al., 2020; Hejna and Sadigh, 2023; Saha
et al., 2023; Wu and Sun, 2024). A basic model in this line of research is the dueling bandit problem (Yue and
Joachims, 2009), where the learner compares two arms and observes only a binary outcome indicating which
one is preferred. Using only this feedback, the learner aims to minimize the regret, that is, the cumulative
difference between the losses of the compared arms and the loss of the best arm. Most dueling bandit algorithms
assume the existence of a Condorcet winner (Urvoy et al., 2013; Zoghi et al., 2014; Komiyama et al., 2015),
that is, an arm that wins in comparisons against every other arm, or of an underlying utility value for each
arm (Ailon et al., 2014; Gajane et al., 2015).

Both assumptions fail when preferences are inconsistent or cyclic, since a Condorcet winner or an
underlying utility need not exist. Recent work has thus turned to an alternative notion of optimality, the Borda
winner (Urvoy et al., 2013; Jamieson et al., 2015; Ramamohan et al., 2016; Falahatgar et al., 2017; Heckel
et al., 2018; Saha et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2024; Suk and Agarwal, 2024). The Borda winner is the arm with
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Table 1: Regret bounds established in this paper for state-wise PbMDPs with Borda scores. The notation 9]
hides logarithmic factors. Each bound is of the form min{ HT -}, and the trivial term HT is omitted. OLO
stands for online linear optimization. TUp to additive lower-order terms.

Setting Result Regret Algorithm
Lowerbound ~ Theorem3  Q((H3SK)Y/3T2/3) -

Known Theorem 1 O((H SSK)Y/3T%/3) OLO over polytope
transitions Theorem 2 O(( LS K332/ 3) policy optimization
Unknown Theorem 8 O((H SSK)Y3T%/3 4 HSKT ) OLO over polytope
transitions Theorem 17 (( ASKIYET2/3 4 H2SKNT ) policy optimization

the highest win probability against a uniformly random opponent and always exists. Dueling bandits with a
Borda winner can therefore handle arbitrary preferences, but they do not model how the compared arms affect
future states. For example, a recommendation interface shows a user a pair of items and observes which one is
clicked, and the pair shown affects the user’s next context. This paper asks how to learn from comparisons
when the compared pair also affects the future states.

1.1 Contributions of this paper

To answer this question, we propose a new online learning model of episodic MDPs with adversarial state-wise
pairwise preference feedback, which we call state-wise preference-based MDPs (state-wise PODMDPs for short).
State-wise PbMDPs extend episodic MDPs with adversarial losses (Neu et al., 2010; Zimin and Neu, 2013;
Jin et al., 2020a, 2021) in the same way as dueling bandits extend multi-armed bandits. At each visited state,
the learner selects a pair of arms as its action and observes only the outcome of a comparison between them,
rather than a numerical loss. The preference probabilities may vary arbitrarily across episodes. We measure
the loss of a pair by the Borda scores of its arms, which are well defined for arbitrary preferences. The model
then contains adversarial dueling bandits with a Borda winner as a special case. To our knowledge, this is the
first regret analysis for episodic MDPs with adversarial state-wise preference feedback.

Our first algorithm runs follow-the-regularized-leader (FTRL) with the negative Shannon entropy over the
set of occupancy measures, following the online linear optimization approach to adversarial MDPs (Zimin
and Neu, 2013; Jin et al., 2020a), and achieves a regret bound of O((H3SK log(SK))'/*T?/3) under known
transitions, where H, S, K, and T denote the numbers of steps per episode, states, arms, and episodes,
respectively (Theorem 1). The main difficulty is that the Borda scores at a state are estimated from a uniformly
random comparison at that state, whereas the probability of visiting the state can be arbitrarily small, so that
an estimator that divides by this probability has a large second moment. We resolve this by restricting the
decision set of FTRL to the occupancy measures of policies that make a uniformly random comparison with a
fixed probability at every state. The executed policy then makes these comparisons itself, and the resulting
regret bound does not depend on the state-visit probabilities.

The first algorithm has to solve a convex program in every episode, which is computationally demanding,
and this approach is difficult to extend to structured MDPs. These drawbacks have motivated policy optimization
methods for adversarial MDPs (Shani et al., 2020; Luo et al., 2021; Dann et al., 2023; Li et al., 2026b). Our
second algorithm follows this policy optimization framework, which maintains a distribution over pairs at each
state and updates it by a multi-armed bandit algorithm whose losses correspond to an underlying Q-function.
The main new ingredient is an estimator of the Q-function from preference feedback. It combines the losses



of all pairs at a visited state, estimated from a single uniform comparison there, with the losses at later steps,
estimated from the executed trajectory. Under known transitions, the algorithm achieves a regret bound of
O((H*SK?3)Y/3T2/3) up to lower-order terms (Theorem 2), which has the same dependence on 7" and S as
our first bound and is worse by a factor of H'/3K?2/3.

We also extend both algorithms to unknown transitions using confidence sets for the transition kernel.
In this setting, we obtain a regret bound of O((H*SK)'/3T%/3 + HSK+/T) for global optimization and a
bound of O((H*SK?*)'/312/3 4+ H2SK+/T) for policy optimization, in both cases up to an additive term
polylogarithmic in 7" (Theorems 8 and 17), and estimating the transitions thus adds only lower-order terms.
The main body presents the algorithms and analyses for known transitions, and the unknown-transition settings
are deferred to Appendices B.5 and D.

Finally, we prove that the regret bound of our first algorithm is optimal up to the logarithmic factor. We
show that, for any learning algorithm, there exists a state-wise PbMDP with Borda scores on which the expected
regret is Q(min{ HT, (H*SK)'/3T?/3}) (Theorem 3), that is, Q((H3SK)'/3T%/3) for T > SK. Hence,
under the assumptions of Theorem 3, the minimax regret of state-wise PbMDPs with Borda scores under
known transitions is © (min{ HT, (H>SK)'/3T?/3}), and the leading term of the policy optimization bound
is optimal in 7" and S. The proof requires a new instance in which the comparisons that reveal the Borda winner
also move the learner to states with larger losses for the rest of the episode. When the pair does not affect the
next state, each state is a separate dueling bandit, and the minimax regret is © (min{ HT, (H2SK)'/3T?%/3})
(Appendix F), which is smaller by a factor of H'/3 in the 72/3 term, demonstrating the cost of having action-
dependent state transitions. Table 1 summarizes our results. Experiments on small instances (Appendix G)
show that the regret grows at a rate consistent with 7'%/3 for global optimization and at a rate approaching
T2/3 for policy optimization as 7" increases, and that policy optimization has a shorter running time.

1.2 Related work

Our work relates to preference-based reinforcement learning (PbRL). We refer to the survey by Wirth et al.
(2017) and, for recent developments, to Christiano et al. (2017); Novoseller et al. (2020); Xu et al. (2020);
Hejna and Sadigh (2023); Saha et al. (2023); Wu and Sun (2024).

Many PbRL methods learn from comparisons of trajectories or trajectory segments (Christiano et al.,
2017; Xu et al., 2020; Saha et al., 2023; Wu and Sun, 2024). In contrast, state-wise PbMDPs adopt state-wise
comparisons. At each visited state, the learner selects a pair of arms and observes a preference outcome
between them, and the dynamics may depend on the displayed pair of arms. The two formulations use different
feedback and are not directly reducible to each other. Table 2 in Appendix A compares our interaction protocol
with the trajectory-comparison formulation.

A natural example is an interactive ranking or recommendation interface (Joachims, 2002; Radlinski et al.,
2008; Hofmann et al., 2016), where the state is the observed user context, the displayed pair is compared
through the user’s choice, and the pair shown can affect the subsequent context. This example motivates the
state-wise formulation, which models the comparison of the displayed pair at the current state and its effect on
the next state, and allows the preferences to vary across time and states in an inconsistent or nonstationary
manner. Comparing actions at the same state has also been considered in reinforcement and imitation
learning (Fiirnkranz et al., 2012; Myers et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2023; Sekhari et al., 2023).

2 Preliminaries

Notation. Forn € N, let [n] = {1,...,n}. For a vector z, ; denotes its i-th element and ||z ||,, its £,-norm
for p € [1, oo]. For a finite set X, A(K) denotes the set of all probability distributions over K. We write 1[]



for the indicator function, .A5 for the set of all functions from B to A, Ber(p) for the Bernoulli distribution
with mean p, and Unif (A) for the uniform distribution over A.

Tabular MDPs. We study a tabular MDP M = (S, A, P, H, sp), where S is a finite state space with
S = |S|, A is a finite action space with A = |A|, P: § x A — A(S) is the transition kernel, H is the
horizon, that is, the number of steps per episode, and so € S is the initial state. Here P(s’ | s, a) denotes the
probability of transitioning to state s’ when taking action « in state s.

Following existing studies (Zimin and Neu, 2013; Du et al., 2019; Jin et al., 2020a, 2021), we assume that
S is partitioned into (H + 1) disjoint layers, S = UhH:O Sp, with Sy, = |Sp|, where So = {so} and Sy = {sg}
are singletons and all intermediate layers Sy, ..., Sg—1 are nonempty. Transitions proceed forward by one
layer: for h € {0,...,H — 1} and (s,a) € Sp X A, Yycs, , P(s' | s,a) = Land P(s' | s,a) = 0 for
s ¢ Spy1. A general finite-horizon MDP can be unfolded into a layered MDP by augmenting the state with
the time index, at the cost of increasing the state space by a factor of H. All bounds in this paper are stated in
terms of the layered state space. For simplicity, we sometimes write S for S\ {sy}.

Policies and value functions. An episode starts at sy and lasts H steps. At step h, the learner observes the
state sy, selects an action aj,, and moves to s, 1 ~ P(- | 53, ap). A stochastic Markov policy 7 € ITI = A(A)®
selects ap, ~ (- | sp). Let h(s) denote the layer of s, that is, i(s) € {0,..., H} with s € Sj(). Given P, a
function ¢: S x A — [0, 1], and 7 € II, the value function V™ (-; £) and the Q function Q”( X ?) are defined
by V7 (s; () =E|[ kH:_hl(s)E(sk,ak | sn(s) = s,m, P| and Q7 (s, a;€) = {(s, a) —I—E[Zk n(s)+1 C(5k> ax) |
Sh(s) = S, ap(s) = a, T, P|, where the expectation is over ay ~ m(- | s3) and spq ~ P(- | sg,ap)
for kK > h(s). We omit the dependence on P when it is clear from the context. The occupancy measure
q": S x A — [0, 1] of 7 is the probability of visiting (s, a) under 7 and P: ¢"(s,a) = Pr[3h € {0,..., H —
1},s, = s,ap = a | 7, P, with ¢"(s) = > ,c4q"(s,a). Let Q@ = {¢™: © € II} denote the set of all
occupancy measures, which forms a polytope with ©(S) linear constraints (Puterman, 2014), and let 77 € II
be the Markov policy induced by ¢ € €, given by 7%(a | s) = q(s,a)/q(s).

3 State-wise preference-based MDPs and the Borda score

This section introduces state-wise preference-based MDPs (state-wise PbMDPs) and then focuses on the case
where the loss functions are determined by Borda scores.

State-wise preference-based MDPs. Formally, a state-wise PO MDP is specified by a tabular MDP M with

action space A = [K| x [K] for the set of arms [K| = {1, ..., K}, where K > 2, and an adversarial sequence
{P;}I_, of preference functions Pt S x A — [0,1] satisfying Py(s, (@, a®)) = 1 — Py(s, (a®, al)) for
every s € S and every pair a = (a", a®) € A. Here Py (s, (4, 7)) is the probabrhty that arm ¢ is preferred to

arm j at state s in episode ¢. The 1ncurred loss ¢;: S x A — [0, 1] is determined by P, and in all main results
below it is the Borda-induced loss defined in (1).
The interaction protocol proceeds as follows:

Protocol. For each episodet =1,...,T"
1. Environment chooses a preference function P;: S x A — [0, 1];

2. Learner selects a policy m; based on past observations without knowing Py;



. . . H-1
3. Learner executes policy 7 to obtain a trajectory {(sth, anh,ot(st’h,agh,ash)) heo € (S x A x

{0,1})H. Specifically, for each step h = 0,...,H — 1, the learner selects an arm pair a;, =
(agh,ag‘h) ~ 7(- | s¢p), moves to sy py1 ~ P(- | S, atp), incurs the loss (st p, ar ), and ob-
serves the preference feedback o (s p, a%h, af”h) ~ Ber(Pi(s¢,n,atp)).

We assume an oblivious adversary, that is, the entire sequence {P;}7_, is fixed before the first episode
and does not depend on the learner’s randomization, the transition randomness, or the preference-feedback
noise. The learner aims to minimize the regret Regy = Zthl V7t (s0;4) — Z?zl V™ (s0;4;), where
7 € argmin Zthl V7™ (sp; 41). We study both the known-transition setting, in which the learner has full
access to P, and the unknown-transition setting, in which the learner infers P from interactions.

Borda score. Given Py, the (shifted) Borda score b;: S x [K] — [—1, 0] and the loss function £;: S x A —
[0, 1] are defined as

be(s,i) = % Zszl(Pt(s, (i,5)) = 1), t(s,a)= —%(bt(s,aL) + bt(s,aR)) ) €))

The shifted Borda score is the probability that arm ¢ is preferred to a uniformly random opponent at state s,
shifted by —1 for analytical convenience. Note that state-wise PbMDPs with Borda scores reduce to dueling
bandits with a Borda winner when H = 1, that is, when the MDP has a single nonterminal state and a
single step. Even in this much simpler multi-armed bandit setting, different notions of a winner lead to
different problems that require different algorithms (Zoghi et al., 2014; Ramamohan et al., 2016; Dudik et al.,
2015; Saha et al., 2021). We therefore focus on the Borda winner, which is always defined, and leave other
preference-based objectives, such as those based on the Condorcet winner, for future work.

Additional notation. Let;(s,a) == 1[3h € {0,...,H — 1}, (s¢t.1, ar,n) = (S, a)] indicate whether (s, a)
is visited in episode ¢, and I;(s) = > ,c 4 1i(s,a). We use E4[-] for the expectation conditioned on all
observations before episode .

4 Global optimization

This section presents Algorithm 1, a global optimization algorithm for state-wise PbMDPs with Borda scores.
We first describe the algorithm and its regret bound for known transitions, and then state the regret bound for
unknown transitions.

4.1 Algorithm design under known transitions

Reduction to online linear optimization. The regret can be written as E[Reg;] = E [Zthl (g™ =g, 4)],
where /; is the Borda-induced loss in (1). Hence, it suffices to run FTRL over the set of occupancy measures
Q, following the online linear optimization approach to adversarial MDPs (Zimin and Neu, 2013; Jin et al.,
2020a). Unlike in adversarial MDPs with loss feedback, the learner observes no entry of ¢;, and ¢; has to be
estimated from the preference feedback.



Algorithm 1: Global optimization under known transitions

Input: Learning rate > 0 and exploration rate p € (0,1/2]
1 fort=1,...,T do
2 Compute g; by FTRL over 2, and set 7, = 7%:

~ i 1 1 1
G € argmm{<q7;1€r> - nH(Q)} H(g) =) q(s,a) log(q(s’a)) 2)

1€ s,a
3 Compute the residual policy: 7} (a | s) = (m¢(a | s) — p/A)/(1 — p). 3)
4 forh=0,..., H—1do
5 At s = sy p,, sample Z,(s) ~ Ber(p), and select a; 5, uniformly from A if Z,(s) = 1 and from 7} (- | s)
otherwise;
6 Observe o;(s, ag'y, ayy,) and s; py1;

7 Set Z;(s) = 0 at unvisited states, compute Bt by (5), and set

~ ~

T,(s)Z(s)by (s, %) N bi(s.ab) + bi(s, a")
P

Et(s, i) = E]vt(s)t , li(s,a) = 5

“)

Borda score estimation. We first describe how to estimate the Borda scores from the preference feedback.
For a visited state s, let a{js and aﬁs be the arms compared at s in episode ¢, and define

by(s,i) = K1 [afs = 1] (0e(s, aps, afty) — 1) for each i € [K]. Q)

We set Bt(s, -) = 0 when s is not visited. If the compared pair is drawn uniformly from [K] x [K], then Zt(s, i)
is an unbiased estimator of b;(s, ) (Lemma 4). Since the estimates in (5) for all ¢ € [K] are computed from
the same comparison, a single uniform comparison at s yields unbiased estimates of the Borda scores of all K
arms, and hence of the losses ¢;(s, a) of all A pairs at s.

The question is how to make such uniform comparisons without losing control of the state-visit probabilities.
In adversarial dueling bandits, Saha et al. (2021) draw the two arms independently from a distribution over
arms and estimate the Borda scores by inverse weighting with respect to that distribution. In a state-wise
PbMDP, the transition depends on the ordered pair, and drawing the two arms independently from the marginals
of a policy would in general change the next-state distribution. For example, a policy that selects (1, 1) and
(2,2) with probability 1/2 each never selects (1, 2), whereas independent draws from its marginals select it
with probability 1/4. We instead keep the decision variable as an occupancy measure over ordered pairs and
build the uniform comparisons into the policy returned by the optimization problem.

FTRL with uniform comparisons. For p € (0,1/2], we define the restricted set of occupancy measures
Q, ={qe:q(s,a) > pq(s)/Aforall (s,a) € S x A}. The constraints are linear and require only that,
conditional on a visit to s, every pair is selected with probability at least p/A. The set €2, is a convex polytope,
and it is nonempty since it contains the occupancy measure of the mixture (1 — p)m + (p/A)1 of any policy 7
with the uniform policy.

In each episode ¢, the algorithm computes ¢; by FTRL over 2, with the negative Shannon entropy
regularizer, as in (2), and executes the induced policy 7 = it (Line 2). To make the uniform comparisons
explicit, it also computes the residual policy 7} in (3), which satisfies .(a | s) = (1 — p)7}(a | s) + p/A



(Line 3). The residual probabilities are nonnegative and sum to one since m(a | s) > p/A, and at a state
with g;(s) = 0 both policies are defined to be uniform. At each visited state s, the algorithm samples
Z1(s) ~ Ber(p) and selects the pair uniformly from A if Z;(s) = 1 and from 7{(- | s) otherwise (Line 5).
This implements 7, exactly, and Z;(s) = 1 indicates that a uniform comparison is made at s.

After the episode, the algorithm sets Z;(s) = 0 at unvisited states and computes the estimates gt and Zt in
(4), where the first estimate is defined as zero if its denominator is zero (Line 7). Since pgy(s) is exactly the
probability that a uniform comparison is made at s in episode ¢, both estimates are unbiased at every reachable
state (Lemma 5).

4.2 Regret upper bounds

The above algorithm achieves the following bound, whose proof is given in Appendix B.

Theorem 1. Suppose that the transition kernel is known. With n = (log(SA)/(TVSK))*/? and p =
min{1/2,/nSK /H}, Algorithm I satisfies E[Regy] = O(min{ HT, (H>SK log(SK))'/3T?/3}).

For H = 1, state-wise PbMDPs with Borda scores reduce to adversarial dueling bandits with a Borda
winner, and the bound in Theorem 1 becomes O((K log K)'/3T2/3), which recovers the minimax regret of
Saha et al. (2021, Theorems 2 and 16) up to the logarithmic factor. Section 6 shows that the bound is minimax
optimal up to the logarithmic factor for general H as well.

Technical and proof overview. With loss feedback, the losses of the visited pairs are observed, and FTRL
over the set of occupancy measures needs no explicit exploration. With preference feedback, the Borda scores
at s are estimated from a uniform comparison at s, which the executed policy makes with probability pg;(s),
and the estimator in (4) divides by this probability. Since the estimate in (5) has second moment at most K
under a uniform comparison (Lemma 4), we have Eq[bs (s, )] < K/(pg(s)) (Lemma 5), which is large at
rarely visited states. The restriction to €2, lets the algorithm execute 7% without further mixing it with the
uniform policy, so that the occupancy measure of the executed policy is the FTRL iterate g; and the factor
1/q:(s) is cancelled by the weight g;(s, a) in the FTRL bound, as in the loss-feedback case. This can be
confirmed in the following proof sketch.

Since g™ need not lie in ,, we compare with the mixture (1 — p)7* + (p/A)1, whose occupancy
measure ¢, lies in €, at a cost of pH 2T (Lemma 7). Since Zt is unbiased, the regret against g, equals
E> (@ — a5, E)], and the standard analysis of FTRL over (2, gives (¢ — ¢, Zg> < Hlog(SA)/n +

(/2) 224 > 6.0 @t (s, a)Zg(s, a)? (Lemma 6). The weight ¢;(s, a) in the second term is the probability of
visiting (s, a) under the executed policy, and hence

e[, 0 @i(s,0)li(s,0)%] <32, , G, ) (K/pd@i(s)) < SK/p,

where the first inequality follows from E;[b;(s,i)?] < K/(pg/(s)) and the second inequality from
>, Gt(s,a) = Gi(s). The regret is thus at most H log(SA)/n+nSKT/(2p) + pH?T, and choosing 7 and
p to balance the three terms gives the bound in Theorem 1.

Unknown transitions. When the transition kernel is unknown, we combine Algorithm 1 with confidence
sets for P as in Jin et al. (2020a). The resulting algorithm runs the FTRL update over the set of occupancy
measures that are consistent with the current confidence set, and divides the Borda estimates by an upper
confidence bound on the state-visit probability instead of by ¢;(s). The algorithm and its proof are given in
Appendix B.5, and it achieves E[Reg;] = O(min{HT, (H*SK)'/3T%3 + HSK+/T + HS*K?}), where
the last two terms are the cost of estimating the transitions (Theorem 8).



5 Policy optimization

The convex program over €2, in the last section can be solved in polynomial time by standard convex optimiza-
tion methods, but it is a global optimization problem over all states and has to be solved in every episode. This
section presents Algorithm 2, a policy optimization algorithm that avoids it, updating a distribution over pairs
at each state in closed form and using only dynamic programming.

5.1 Algorithm design

Reduction to online linear optimization at each state. By the performance difference lemma (Kakade and
Langford, 2002), we can decompose the regret as

Regr = Yues 0™ (8) Loy (me(- | 8) = m*(- | 8), Q7 (s, 4r))- (6)

Hence it suffices to solve an online linear optimization problem over A(.A) with loss vectors Q™ (s, -; ¢;) for
each s € §. As in the previous section, these loss vectors must be estimated from a single trajectory per
episode. We next describe the exploration scheme and the Q-function estimate.

Exploration and loss estimation. At each state s, the algorithm maintains a distribution 7:(- | s) over
pairs, whose update is described at the end of this section. As in Section 4, uniform comparisons are used for
estimation. At each visited state s, the algorithm samples Z;(s) ~ Ber(~y) and selects the pair uniformly from
Aif Z;(s) = 1 and from 7t(- | s) otherwise (Line 6), so that the executed policy is the mixture 7¢ in (7).

The loss estimate ¢; in (9) is built from b; in (5). Since Z;(s) is drawn after reaching s, this estimate
satisfies Ey[0y (s, a) | I;(s) = 1] = £(s, a) for every pair a (Lemma 13). In contrast to the estimator in (4) for
global optimization, ¢; is divided only by the probability v and not by a state-visit probability, since the visit
probabilities are accounted for in the Q-function estimate below.

Q-function estimation. We next describe the Q-function estimate @t in (10). With loss feedback, the
standard estimate of Q™ (s, a; ¢;) is the sum of the losses observed at and after (s, a) in the episode, divided
by ¢:(s,a) when (s, a) is visited (Luo et al., 2021). With preference feedback, the losses are not observed, and
the two parts of Q™ (s, a; £;) have to be estimated differently. The immediate loss /;(s, a) can be estimated
from any visit to s, since a uniform comparison at s yields the estimates ¢;(s, -) of the losses of all pairs at s.
The losses at later steps can be estimated only at the visited states, and hence only from the trajectory after
(s, a), which is available when a is executed at s. Accordingly, the first term of Q;(s, a) in (10) is weighted by
I;(s) and the second by I;(s, a). R

In the second term, the loss at a later visited state s, ; is estimated by the average >, m;(a’ | s¢.j)0i(st,5,a")
over pairs, since Zt(sm-, a’) is unbiased for every fixed pair a’ but not for the executed pair az j, from which /b\t
is computed. This average is unbiased for the expected loss of m; at s; ;, as required by the Bellman recursion
for Q™ (Lemma 14). The parameter 6 > 0 keeps the denominators in (10) positive.

Bonus term. We next descrilze the bonus term M; in (8). It is needed because the decomposition (6)
weights the estimation error of (s, -) by the comparator’s visit probability ¢™ (s), whereas the error grows
as the learner’s visit probability ¢;(s) decreases (Lemma 15), and ¢™ (s) can be much larger than g:(s).
To correct for this discrepancy, following Luo et al. (2021), the algorithm subtracts from (); the bonus
M,(s,a) = Q™ (s, a;my), where my(s) accounts for the bias and the second moment of Qy (s, -). The bonus
makes FTRL favor pairs leading to rarely visited states.



Algorithm 2: Policy optimization under known transitions

Input: Learning rate > 0, exploration rate y € (0,1/2], and § = 2n(K /vy + H)
Set 71 (a | s) = 1/A for every nonterminal (s, a);

fort=1,...,T do

D=

3 Set 7y and compute ¢; under P as follows:
mi(a]s) = (1 —vy)mla| s) + /A, q =q". 7
4 Compute m; and M, interpreting my(s, a) = my(s):
7e(a | s)
=20H M =Q™ : ) 8
aequt S a +5 t(S,G/) Q (Saavmt) ( )

5 for h=0,....,H—1do

6 At s = sy p,, draw Z;(s) ~ Ber(7), and select a; j, uniformly from A if Z;(s) = 1 and from 7, (- | s)
otherwise;
7 Observe o4 (s, ag’,, ayy,) and s¢ py1;

8 Set Z,(s) = 0 at unvisited states, compute Zt by (5), and set

(s,a ( i(s,a") + (s, al)). )

9 Compute Et,h and @t(s, a) for all h and nonterminal (s, a):

H—1
=3 > m(d | se)li(se,d),
j=h a’€ A

(10)
@t(s,a) _ L(s)me(a | S)Et(s a) + L(s, a)Lt B(s)+1
qi(s,a) + 0
10 Update each distribution over .4 by FTRL:
Tir1(a | s) xme(a | s) exp(fn(ét(s,a) — My(s,a))). (11)

Policy update. Finally, at each state s, the algorithm updates 7¢(- | s) by FTRL with the negative Shan-
non entropy applied to the loss vectors Q,(s,:) — M- (s,-), which has the closed form 7;(a | s)

exp(—n Y, (Qr(s,a) — M, (s,a))) (Lines 1 and 10).
5.2 Regret upper bounds
The above algorithm achieves the following bound, whose proof is given in Appendix C.

Theorem 2. Under known transitions, with the parameter choices specified in the proof, Algorithm 2 satisfies
E[Regy| = O(min{HT, (H*SK?3log K)'/3T?%/3 4+ (H? + H3/?K\/S)\/Tlog K }).

Compared with Theorem 1, the leading term of the bound in Theorem 2 has the same dependence on T’
and S and is larger by the factor H'/3K?2/3_ and the second term is of lower order in 7.



Technical and proof overview. As in the standard analysis for policy optimization (Luo et al., 2021),
subtracting the bonus M; from @t lets the analysis weight the estimation error at each state by the learner’s
visit probability g;(s) instead of ¢" "(s) in (6). Lemma 16 in Appendix C states this in a form that applies to any
nonnegative estimate Q; with the bonus in (8). For n<1/( (9H?), suppose that Ey [Qi(s,a)] < Q™ (s, a; by)
for every (s,a) and -, 7¢(a | s)(Q™ (s, a; €;) — Ei[Q:(s,a)] + nE[Q4(s, a) ?]) < my(s) for every s. Then
E[Regy] < vH?T + Hlog A/n+ 81nH’T + E[>", >, q:(s)ms(s)]. We state Lemma 16 in this form since,
with loss feedback, Q™ (s, a; £;) is estimated without bias from the observed losses, whereas the estimate in
(10) from preference feedback, as well as its unknown-transition version in Appendix D, has a different mean
and a second moment that depends on K and 7.

Itremains to evaluate E; [Qt] and E; [Qt] in the conditions of Lemma 16 for the estimate in (10). By (9) and
Et[bt(s )2 | Ii(s) = 1, Zy(s) = 1] < K (Lemma 4), we have E;[¢;(s,a)? | I(s) = 1] < K/~ (Lemma 13).
Since Lt7 h(s)+1 in (10) has at most H terms, each of which is nonnegative and has conditional mean at most
one, we can show that E, [Eih(s)ﬂ | I;(s,a) = 1] < HK /v + H? (Lemma 14), where the first term comes
from the squared terms and the second from the cross terms. Lemma 15 then gives

9

~ qi(s,a) ~ 9 2H(K/v+ H)
E[ s,a}zi Tt (s, a;ly), ]E[ s,a}<—
t Qt( ) Qt(S,a)+5Q ( t) t Qt( ) Qt(s,a)+5
so that the conditions of Lemma 16 hold with m;(s) in (8) for 6 = 2n(K /v + H). The last term in the bound
of Lemma 16 is thus at most 46 H SAT = 8nH (K /v + H)SK?T, and choosing 7 and  to balance the terms
gives the bound in Theorem 2.

Unknown transitions. When the transition kernel is unknown, we combine Algorithm 2 with the same
confidence sets for P as in Section 4, which changes only the denominator of @t and the bonus. The
unknown ¢ (s, a) in (10) is replaced by its upper confidence bound, and the bonus M, takes the maximum
over the confidence set at each step as in Luo et al. (2021), with an additional term in m; for the bias caused
by this replacement. The algorithm and its proof are given in Appendix D, and it achieves E[Reg;,| =

O(min{HT, (H*SK?)'/3T?/3 + H2SK\/T + H>S*K?}), where the last two terms are again the cost of
estimating the transitions (Theorem 17).

6 Regret lower bound

This section gives a regret lower bound for state-wise PbMDPs with Borda scores.

Theorem 3. Suppose that H > 3, K > 5, and S > 2H. For any learning algorithm and any T > 1,
there exists an episodic state-wise PbMDP with Borda scores and a known transition kernel such that
E[Regy] = Q(min{HT, (H3SK)'/312/3}).

Theorem 3, whose proof is given in Appendix E, matches the upper bound of Theorem 1 up to the factor
(log(SK))/3. Hence, under the assumptions of Theorem 3, the minimax regret of state-wise PbMDPs with
Borda scores under known transitions is © (min{ HT, (H3SK)'/3T2/3}), and the leading term of the policy
optimization bound of Theorem 2 is optimal in T and S. If the transition kernel does not depend on the
selected pair, the learner faces a separate dueling bandit problem at each state, and the minimax regret is
O(min{ HT, (H2SK)'/3T?/3}) (Appendix F). The factor H/3 in the T%/3 term is thus the cost of transitions
that depend on the compared pair.

10



(a) M chains (b) Chain ¢

first L intermediate layers final R intermediate layers
preference matrix P or P(™) T p: preference matrix P
a b
[t} [Fon p—Azema} - [Tt Jfrezai}o o
a€ A
> \,
y
| Ze,h |—> Ze,h+1 | o | Ze,L }—» Ze,L+1 }— 0oo

no transitions between chains penalty states: U = %1 KxK loss gap per step > 1/5

Figure 1: Lower-bound instance used to prove Theorem 3. Each chain is selected with probability 1/M. At
Zep With h < L, apairin A, = A\ (K, x Kg), where K, = [| K/2]], leads to the penalty state z j,+1, and
any other pair leads to x. 1. All other transitions do not depend on the pair.

Proof overview. The instance used in the proof is shown in Figure 1, where M = ©(S/H), L = ©(H ), and
R = ©(H). Itis built so that every comparison that helps to identify the Borda winner moves the learner to the
penalty states. At each state x. ;, with h < L, the preference matrix is either P in (86), under which all arms in
C, = [|K/2]] have the largest Borda score, or P(™) with m € KC,, which differs from P only in that arm m
beats each arm in K, = [K] \ ICy with probability larger by 2¢, so that (m, m) is the unique optimal pair with
a loss gap of at least /2 (see (90)). The two matrices thus differ only on the pairs in A, = A\ (K, x Ky),
which lead to the penalty states, where every pair has loss 1/2, exceeding the loss of the optimal policy by at
least 1/5 at each of the final R layers (see (91)).

This instance gives the desired lower bound. Identifying the optimal index m among ©(K) candidates
requires (2(K /?) comparisons in Ay, each costing Q( H ) instead of a constant, whereas a learner that does not
identify m incurs regret Q(e7") at ., or 2, in layer h, where T” = T'/M is the expected number of visits
to the chain. Hence, each of the LM = O(9) states x5, with h < L contributes Q(min{eT”, HK/e?}) =
Q((HK)Y3(T")?/3) to the regret, where we choose ¢ < (HK/T")'/3 as in (92), and summing over these
states gives Q((H3SK)/3T%/3).

7 Conclusion and future work

This paper studied online learning in episodic tabular MDPs with adversarial state-wise preference feedback.
For losses induced by Borda scores, we gave a global optimization algorithm and a policy optimization
algorithm under known and unknown transitions, together with a lower bound showing that the first algorithm
is minimax optimal up to a logarithmic factor.

Our results have several limitations. First, the policy optimization bound is worse than the lower bound by
a factor of H'/3 K2/3 in the leading term, and under unknown transitions both of our bounds contain additional
lower-order terms. Whether these terms can be removed is left open. Second, our guarantees are specific to
Borda scores, since the estimators use that the Borda score is linear in the preference probabilities and that
the loss of a pair is the negative average of the scores of its two arms. Other objectives such as Condorcet
winners (Urvoy et al., 2013; Zoghi et al., 2014; Komiyama et al., 2015) and von Neumann winners (Dudik
et al., 2015) deserve study. Third, the stochastic setting and best-of-both-worlds guarantees remain to be
studied, and it is unclear whether the techniques for online tabular MDPs (Jin and Luo, 2020; Dann et al., 2023;
Li et al., 2026a,b) can be combined with learning rates tailored to minimax regret of order T2/3 (Tsuchiya and
Ito, 2024). Finally, extensions to structured MDPs such as linear MDPs (Jin et al., 2020b; Cai et al., 2020;
Neu and Olkhovskaya, 2021) and to adversarial trajectory-comparison feedback are left for future work.
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Al use statement

The problem formulation, the algorithms, and the original analysis in this paper were developed without
generative Al tools. For the original manuscript, such tools were used only to proofread the English. In
revising the paper, we used generative Al tools (GPT-5.6-Sol, GPT-6-Astra, and Fable-5) to improve the regret
upper bound for the global optimization algorithm and the regret lower bound. We also used them to check the
proofs in the appendix for errors, to implement the algorithms for the experiments, to create the figures, and to
proofread and edit the text for readability. We have reviewed all Al-assisted work and we take responsibility
for the final content of this work.
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Table 2: Comparison of state-wise PbMDPs with the trajectory-comparison formulation.

Trajectory-comparison formulation — State-wise PbMDPs (this paper)

Feedback Preference over two trajectories Preference over two arms per state
Decision unit One arm per state (per policy) One ordered pair of arms per state
Transition kernel  Depends on the chosen arm May depend on the compared pair

A Additional related work

Several PbRL models assume that the preferences are generated from an underlying reward function or from
the Q-values of an expert policy (Zhu et al., 2023; Zhan et al., 2024a,b; Wang et al., 2023; Sekhari et al.,
2023). General preferences in sequential decision problems have also been studied through Nash equilibria of
the preference game between policies (Wu et al., 2026; Colago Carr et al., 2026), which generalize the von
Neumann winner of dueling bandits (Dudik et al., 2015). We instead study the regret for the losses induced by
Borda scores, with preference probabilities that may vary arbitrarily across episodes.

Learning in state-wise PbMDPs extends adversarial dueling bandits to settings with state transitions.
For a survey of dueling bandits, we refer to Bengs et al. (2021). Adversarial dueling bandits with a Borda
winner were studied by Saha et al. (2021), who showed that the minimax regret is of order K'/372/3 up to
logarithmic factors. Extensions to generalized linear preference models (Wu et al., 2024) and to nonstationary
preferences (Suk and Agarwal, 2024) have also been studied. Our estimator of the Borda scores differs from
that of Saha et al. (2021), who draw the two arms independently and reweight the outcome, in that the uniform
comparisons are built into the policy chosen by FTRL (Section 4). Regret of order 72/2 also arises in other
problems with limited feedback, for instance in hard partial monitoring games (Bartok et al., 2011) and under
weakly observable feedback graphs (Alon et al., 2015).

Online learning in MDPs with adversarial losses has been studied extensively since the work of Even-Dar
et al. (2009) and Neu et al. (2010, 2014). For episodic tabular MDPs with bandit feedback, the two main
approaches are online linear optimization over the set of occupancy measures (Zimin and Neu, 2013; Jin et al.,
2020a; Li et al., 2026a) and policy optimization (Shani et al., 2020; Luo et al., 2021; Dann et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2026a,b), and best-of-both-worlds guarantees are also available (Jin and Luo, 2020; Jin et al., 2021;
Dann et al., 2023; Li et al., 2026a,b). Our two algorithms follow these two approaches, respectively. Existing
regret lower bounds for tabular MDPs (Jaksch et al., 2010; Jin et al., 2018; Domingues et al., 2021) concern
loss feedback, whereas our lower bound concerns preference feedback and uses transitions that depend on the
compared pair (Section 6).

B Deferred proofs for the global optimization approach

Here we provide the proofs of the results in Section 4. Lemmas 4, 6 and 7 below are used in both the known-
and unknown-transition proofs. We use [E; as in Section 3, including the learner’s past random choices in the
conditioning, and write P;(F) = E;[1[FE]| for the conditional probability of an event E. Sums over s € S
exclude the terminal state, and conditional expectations given a visit are used only when the conditioning
event has positive conditional probability.
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B.1 Borda-score estimates

The first lemma concerns the estimate in (5) when the pair compared at s is drawn uniformly from .4, that is,
when Z;(s) = 1.

Lemma 4. For the estimate in (5),
By [Bils. 1) | 1u(s) = 1, Zu(s) = 1] = buls.),
E, [Zt(s,i)Q ‘ I(s) = 1, Zy(s) = 1} <K.

Proof. When Z,(s) = 1, the pair compared at s is drawn uniformly from A, so that each ordered pair (u, v)
has conditional probability 1/K?2. Moreover, by the feedback protocol in Section 3,

E; [ot(s,u, v) ‘ Li(s) =1, Z(s) = 1,a,{js = u,ags = v] = Py(s, (u,v)).

Consequently,

[btsz‘]It ) =1, Z4(s) _1] KZ

u,ve[K]

_ % S (Puls, (i, 0)) — 1) = by, ).
ve[K]

(s, (u,v)) — 1)

Since (0 — 1)2 = 1 — o for o € {0, 1}, we similarly obtain

~ 1li=u
E, [bt(s,z)Q ( L(s) = 1, Zy(s) = 1] N> [K2](1 — Py(s, (u,0)))
u,vE[K]
= —Kbt(S,i) < K,
which completes the proof. 0

For known transitions, we omit states unreachable under every policy. The remaining states have positive
visit probability under every policy satisfying 7(a | s) > p/A, since every path with positive transition
probabilities also has positive probability under such a policy. Thus the denominators in (4) are positive on
these states.

Lemma 5. The estimates in (4) satisfy

E, [’Et(s,i)} —bi(s,i), B [E(s,a)} —l(s,a), B, {5,:(572')2} <
Moreover,

E

thsa sa2]<SK (12)
P

Proof. Since the sampling rule in Line 5 of Algorithm 1 selects each pair with probability 7 (a | s), the
occupancy measure of the executed policy is g;. Since Z;(s) ~ Ber(p) is drawn when s is visited, independently
of the trajectory up to s, we have

P (Ii(s) = 1, Zy(s) = 1) = pge(s).
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Hence, by the definition of gt in (4) and Lemma 4, we have

E; [E(s,i)} = p%(s)Et [/b\t(s,i) ‘ Li(s) =1, Zi(s) = 1} = be(s, 1),

Pq:(s)
2] pa(s) - -2‘ _ _1] < K
Et [bt(s,z) } = pz,qvt(s)2Et [bt(S,Z) Ht(s) = l,Zt(S) = 1} S p@(s)
By the definition of Zg in (4) and the first identity,
-~ Ey[by(s, a")] 4+ Eq[by(s, a® by(s,a") + by(s, a®
Eq [ﬁt(s,a)] _ _Edblsa )];L (s, )] Buls,a ); s, a?) = (s, a).

For each state s, we have
E: ZQt s, (1, J)) < *Z% (Et [bt(s i) ] + Eq [Ef(&j)ﬂ)

K

Z CIt )

p

<

PQt

where the first inequality follows from the definition of 0 and (2 + )2 < 222 + 2y, and the second inequality
from the bound on [E; [b; (s, 7)] shown above. Summing over the states completes the proof. O
B.2 FTRL with decreasing feasible sets

In the unknown-transition algorithm of Appendix B.5, the feasible set is determined by transition confidence
sets that can only shrink over time. We state the FTRL bound for decreasing feasible sets, which includes the
case of a fixed feasible set.

Lemma 6. Fixn > 0, and let Q1 O --- O O, be nonempty compact convex subsets of R‘;g“‘l satisfying
> sesyacad(s,a) = 1 for every g € Qi and every h € {0,...,H — 1}. For nonnegative loss vectors

Zl, - ,Zn, let
gt € arg min q,Zﬁ —fH
qeQs
n

> (G —aq.b) < Hlog (54) nZZQt (s, a)ly

t=1 t=1 s,a

Then, for every q € Q,

Proof. Set Q,,+1 = Q, and define the minimum objective value

-1
®; = mi —fH

We use the unnormalized relative entropy

u(s,a)

v(s,a)

D(u,v) = Z(u(s,a) log

s,a



We drop the coordinates that vanish on all of Q;. On every other coordinate, g; is positive, since the derivative
of ylog y tends to —oo as y — 0, and hence the first-order optimality condition gives

~ 1 - .
» b= —VH@G),u—g ) >0
T<t N

for every u € Q,. Substituting the identity for D gives

< L >—H >(I>t—|—717D(u,c})

Tt

for every u € Qy. Since Q;11 C Oy, this lower bound holds for every uv € Q1. Dropping all constraints
except u > 0 then yields

. ~ 1 -
®; 1 — P > min {(u,€t> + 5D(u, qt)}

u€Qrr1

] - 1 y _
> — —
> sEa 21213 {yﬁt(s,a) + ” (ylog 505.0) Y+ qt(s,a)>}
1 § :~ —nly(s,a
= ; qt(S’a) (1 —e ngt( > ))

s,a

> (G ) = 5 Y duls, a)la(s,a)?, (13)

where the equality follows from the fact that the minimum over y > 0 is attained at y = g;(s, a)e_na(s ) and
the last inequality frome™* < 1 — z + 22 /2 for z > 0.

Forq € Q,, = Qp+1, we have ®,,11 < (g, Zt 1 ) H(q)/n and ®; = —maxy,eo, H(u)/n. Sum-
ming (13) gives

> (G — q.b) < g — 1—<q7zft> ZZ%SG

t=1 t 1 s,a

H n _ -
< maXyecQ, ( gzzaq‘f(s’a)gt s.a)2

Ui

By the assumption on Q1, the restriction of ¢ to each layer Sj, x A is a probability distribution, whose entropy
lies in [0, log(S,A)]. Summing over the layers gives 0 < H(q) < ZhH;()l log(SpA) < Hlog(SA), which
completes the proof. O

B.3 Cost of the uniform component

The occupancy measure of the best policy need not belong to €2,. The following lemma bounds the cost of
adding the required uniform component.

Lemma 7. For a Markov policy w and p € |0, 1], define
Tpla | s) =(1—p)m(a|s)+p/A (14)
Forevery(: S x A — [0,1],
V™ (s0;0) — V™ (s0;4) < pH.
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Proof. By the performance difference lemma (Kakade and Langford, 2002), we have
V7 (s0;0) — V7™ (s03 ¢ Zq ([ s)=7(-[5),Q7(s, 1))

=pY d"(s) (A S Q7 (s,a:0) = > m(al 5)Q (s, a;£)>
< PHY ¢ (s) = pH?,

where the inequality follows from Q™ (s, a; ¢) € [0, H]| for every (s, a) and the last equality from ) ¢"*(s) =
H. This completes the proof. O

B.4 Known transitions (Proof of Theorem 1)

Proof of Theorem 1. Let * be the best fixed Markov policy in hindsight and set g, = ¢, with 7, defined
by (14) in Lemma 7. Then ¢j; € €,. By Lemma 7,

E[Regy] < pH?T +E

Mﬂ

Qp7 Et ]
t=1

Since ¢; and q, are determined before episode ¢, Lemma 5 gives

T T T
EE}@—@&>—Eb]@—¢EMM —E}]@—@a1
t=1 t=1 t=1
Since Zt > 0 by o; < 1, this is further upper bounded as
T
~ I Hlog(SA)
E Z(qt—qp,£t>] < Hlog(54) WZE[thsa&sa ]
t=1

< Hlog(SA) . 77SKT7
n 2p

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 6 with Q; = €2, for every ¢ and the second inequality from (12)
in Lemma 5. Combining these inequalities yields

Hlog(SA) nSKT
n 2p

E[Regy] < + pH*T. (15)

We choose

 [log(SA)\** il J 1 VISE
“\rvsk) > T2 H S

If VnSK/H < 1/2, then
SKT

+ pH?T = HT\/nSK

Hlog(SA) _HT

nSK = (H*SK log(SA))/*T%/3,
1
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and hence the right-hand side of (15) is at most 3 (H3SK log(SA))'/3T?%/3, Otherwise,

3 1/372/3 1/3
(H SKlogIg;A)) %3 (SKlng(SA)> _ /nSK > g > %

and hence HT < 2(H®SK log(SA))'/3T2/3. Combining the two cases with the trivial bound Reg, <
HT, we obtain E[Regy] < 2 min{HT, (H3SK log(SA))'/3T?/3} for every T > 1. Using A = K? and
log(SA) < 2log(SK) completes the proof. O

B.5 Unknown transitions

We now turn to the case where the transition kernel P is fixed but unknown. The algorithm keeps the FTRL
update and the uniform-comparison rule of Algorithm 1, but the feasible set of FTRL is now determined by a
confidence set for P, and the estimator divides by an upper confidence bound on the state-visit probability
instead of by ¢:(s).

Theorem 8. Suppose that the transition kernel is fixed but unknown. With the parameter choices specified in
the proof, Algorithm 3 satisfies, for every T’ > 1,

E[Reg,] = 6(min{HT, (H3SK)3T2/3 ¢ HSKVT + HS4K2}) . (16)

The last two terms in (16) are the cost of estimating the transitions. The term H.SK VT comes from the
width of the confidence sets, and H/S* K2 comes from the lower-order term of the bound of Dann et al. (2023)
on the difference between the occupancy measures under the true transition kernel and the kernels in the
confidence sets (Lemma 10).

B.5.1 Transition confidence sets

We construct the confidence sets as in Jin et al. (2020a). The episodes are divided into epochs, and the empirical
transition kernel and its entrywise Bernstein confidence intervals are updated only at the beginning of each
epoch. Let Ni(s,a) and Mg(s,a,s’) be the visit counts before epoch k, and let N(s,a) and M (s, a,s’)
denote the current counts. An epoch ends when N (s,a) > max{1,2N(s,a)} for some visited (s, a). For
k > 2, define

_ My (s,a,s")
P / — g/ 17
k(s 5,0) max{1, Ni(s,a)}’ a7
Py(s' | s,a)t 140 TSA
/ — 2 ) :1 —_—. 1
Brls,a.5) \/max{l,Nk(s,a) -1} * 3max{1, Ni(s,a) — 1}’ TR (18)

Here § € (0, 1) is a confidence parameter. Let P; be the set of all layered transition kernels and set
Cr = {P’ €P1:|P(s|s,a)— Pu(s' | s,a)| < Br(s,a,s) forall (s,a,s) with s € Sh(s)+1}. (19)
The remaining entries of a layered kernel are zero. With C; = Py, set

Pr 1 NCr, it PpyNC 2,
Pk:{kl i if Pr_1 NCi # 20)

Pr—1, otherwise.
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Under this rule, Py, is nonempty and Pj, C Py for every history. If P € Cy, for every epoch, the first case
always applies and P € Py, C Cy.
The constraints defining Py, are intervals for the individual entries P’(s’ | s, a). For every (s, a, s') with
5" € Sp(s)+1, define
P (s"] s,a) = Pmei%k P'(s"| s,a), Pr(s' | s,a) = P’ea%k P'(s'] s,a).
Thus
Py={P' €Py: P, <P <P},

where both inequalities hold for every (s, a, s") with 8" € Sp(5)41-

B.5.2 Extended occupancy measures

Since P is unknown, the algorithm replaces 2, by the set of occupancy measures that are consistent with
some kernel in Py. To describe this set by linear constraints, we use occupancy measures over triples (s, a, s'),
as in Jin et al. (2020a). For a kernel P’ and a policy 7, write ¢ "7 for the occupancy measure of 7 under P’.
For (s,a,s’) with s’ € Sh(s)+1» define the extended occupancy measure

z(s,a,8") = ¢ (s,a)P'(s' | s,a), qz(s,a) = Zw(s,a, s, qu(s) = qu(s,a).

S/

Let X,(Py) be the set of all z(s,a, s’) > 0 satisfying
Z $<80,a,8/) = 17
acA,s'eS1
Z (s ,a,8) = qu(s) forevery s € Sp with1 < h < H,
s~ €Sp_1,a
P (s | s,a)q:(s,a) < x(s,a,s") < PF(s' | s,a)q.(s,a),
(s, a) = pga(s)/A.
The last two constraints are imposed for all (s, a, s") with 5" € S},(5)4.1 and for all nonterminal (s, a), respec-

tively. All the constraints above are linear. Since the extended occupancy measure of the uniform policy under
any P’ € Py, is feasible, X,(Py,) is a nonempty convex polytope. Its projection

Qp(Pr) = {az : v € X,(Pr)}

is also convex and satisfies £, (Pry1) € Q,(Pr).
We now show that ,(Py) consists exactly of the occupancy measures ¢” ™ with P’ € Py, and 7(a |
s) > p/Aforall (s,a). For z € X,(Py,), define

qz(s,a)
qz(8)

x(s,a,s)
END

Py(s' | s,a) = , mz(a | s) =
whenever the denominators are positive. If ¢,(s,a) = 0, let P,(- | s,a) be P'(- | s,a) for an arbitrary
fixed P’ € Py, and if g»(s) = 0, let (- | s) be uniform. Since the constraints defining P}, are imposed
separately on each P’'(- | s, a), we have P, € Py, and the last constraint in the definition of X,(Py) gives
me(a | s) > p/A. By induction over the layers starting from sq, the second constraint gives q, = ¢,
Conversely, for any P’ € Py and any policy 7 with w(a | s) > p/A, the extended occupancy measure
2(s,a,s") = """ (s,a)P'(s" | s,a) satisfies all constraints. In particular, Q, C Q,(P;,) whenever P € P..
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Algorithm 3: Global optimization under unknown transitions

Input: Learning rate > 0, exploration rate p € (0,1/2], and 6 € (0,1)
1 Set k =1, let P; = C; be the set of all layered transition kernels, and initialize all counts N, M, Ny, M; to
Z€ero;
2 fort=1,...,7do
Set k; = k and compute Z;, g; by (21);
Set m; = mz,, and compute 7; and u; by (3) and (22);
Execute 7; as in Lines 4-6 of Algorithm 1;
Set Z;(s) = 0 at unvisited states and compute the estimates by (5) and (23);
Increment N (s, a) and M (s, a, s’) for every observed transition (s, a, s');
if t <T and N(s,a) > max{1,2Ny(s,a)} for some visited (s, a) then
Setk < k+ 1, N, + N, and M}, + M,
L Compute Py, 81, Ci, by (17)—~(19), and update Py, by (20);

D-IE- R B Y N

10

B.5.3 Algorithm under unknown transitions

Let k; be the epoch containing episode ¢. The algorithm replaces the update (2) of Algorithm 1 by

~ ) ~ 1 ~
T; € arg min {<qm,257> — nH(qx)}, a = qz,- 21

€, (Pr,) T<t

Since the objective depends only on g, g; is the FTRL minimizer over ,(Py, ). The algorithm sets 7; = 75,,
defines 7} by (3), and computes
_ P’y
ur(s) = ma TE(s). 22

((5) = g a7 (5) 22)
The maximization is over the kernel only, and u; can be computed by dynamic programming over the intervals
defining Py, (Jin et al., 2020a, Section 3.3). The algorithm executes 7; with the uniform-comparison rule of
Algorithm 1 and replaces the estimator in (4) by

Ly(s) Z(s)by (s, %) - ~bi(s,a") + bi(s, )

M) == Beas :

(23)

with the first estimate defined as zero when u(s) = 0.

Three properties of Algorithm 3 are used in the analysis. The quantities ¢z, 7+, and u; are determined by
the observations before episode ¢ (Lines 3—4), the transition counts are generated by the executed policies ¢
(Line 7), and the feasible set changes between epochs without restarting FTRL (Lines 9-10). If P;, = { P} for
every k, then 74(s, a, s') = q(s,a)P(s’ | s,a) and us(s) = q:(s), and the algorithm reduces to Algorithm 1.

B.5.4 Borda-score estimates under unknown transitions

In what follows, let ¢; = ¢™™ be the occupancy measure of 7; under the true transition kernel. In general, ¢;
differs from the FTRL iterate ¢;.
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Lemma 9. Suppose that P € Py,. Then, for every state s with us(s) > 0,

E, [Zt(s,i): - Zi((z))bt(s,i),
E, [E(s,a): = Zi((z))ﬁt(s,a) < (s, a),
K

E, [Zt(s, 2')2:

IA

pui(s)”

(24)

For every state s with ui(s) = 0, both q;(s) and q:(s) are zero and the estimates at s are zero. Moreover,

under the same assumption,

SK

Z Gt (s, a)z\t(s, a)2] < —.

E,
p

Proof. Since both P and P;, belong to Py, the definition of u; in (22) gives

qe(s) <uels),  Gils) < u(s).

(25)

If ¢:(s) = 0, then s is not visited, and the claims hold since the estimates at s are zero. Suppose that ¢;(s) > 0.

Then P (I (s) = 1, Z(s) = 1) = pg:(s) > 0, and Lemma 4 gives

E, [Et(s,i)] _ P8 g [’Et(s,i) T,(s) = 1, Ze(s) = 1} _ a8y,

pu(s) u(s)
E, [Et(s,i)Q] - /%Et [bt(s,i)Q ‘ L(s) =1, Zi(s) = 1}

Kaq(s) K

(s = pua(s)

By the definition of Zt in (23) and the first identity,

-~ by (s, a® by (s, a® t\S
B ffs,0)] = - =PRI 0 < ),

where the inequality follows from ¢;(s) < u:(s) and ¢:(s,a) > 0.
As in the proof of Lemma 5, for every state s with u;(s) > 0 we have

By | D2 @s, (0, 3)ls, (5,9))” s;Z&t(s, (5,3)) (B [bu(s, %] + Ex [bu(5,5)°])

< Kaq(s) K
= uls) = o

~—

where the last inequality follows from g:(s) < u¢(s). Since states with u;(s) = 0 contribute zero, summing

over the states completes the proof.
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B.5.5 Transition estimation error

In this section, 7; may be any Markov policy determined by the observations before episode ¢, and ¢; = ¢©™.
The counts and the confidence sets Cy, are defined as in (17)—(19), computed from the trajectories of these
policies. By Jin et al. (2020a, Lemma 2),

P(P € Cy, for every epoch k) > 1 — 40. (26)

The following bound on the occupancy measures under kernels in the confidence sets is used for both global
and policy optimization.

Lemma 10. Suppose that T > A, and let 6 € (0, 1) be the confidence parameter in (18). There are universal
constants C, Cy > 0 such that, with probability at least 1 — CyH, P € Cy, for every epoch k, and

T
SO 3165 () — anls)] < C(HS’\/ﬂL + HS4AL2) @27
t=1 s

holds simultaneously for every choice of kernels Pf € Cy,, one for each (t, s), where . = log(T'SA/9).

Lemma 10 follows from Dann et al. (2023, Lemma C.4), whose proof uses the counts and ¢ only through two

inequalities. We state their lemma with these inequalities as conditions, writing N<(s,a) = >, _, L.(s, a)
for the number of visits to (s, a) before episode # and n4(s, a) = max{1, N<(s,a)}.
Lemma 11 (adapted from Dann et al., 2023, Lemma C.4). Let « > 1 and C > 0. Suppose that
1o / . P(s" | s,a) L
|P'(s"| s,a) — P(s' | s,a)] < C'min< 1, + (28)
n¢(s,a) n¢(s,a)

for every t € [T, every (s, a,s") with 8’ € Sp(5)41, and every P' € Cy,, and that

a (5,0)
y oy ¢ ’a)SCShAL (29)

n(s, a
t=1 s€Sy,acA t( ’

forevery h € {0,...,H — 1}. Then, for every choice of kernels Pf € Cy,, one for each (t, s), and every
gi: S — [0,G],

T T
Z Z 175 (s) — qu(s)] ge(s) < C HS?A.2 Z Z q:(s)gi(s)2 + HSYAG.? |,
t=1 s t=1 s

where C' > 0 depends only on C.

Proof. Dann et al. (2023) prove this bound with ¢ log T in place of /2, since they set § = 7"~3. Their proof
uses only the identity of their Lemma C.3, their Lemma B.1, which is (28), and their Lemma B.2, which is (29)
with S, Alog T + log(1/4) in place of Sy Ar. The same proof therefore applies under the conditions above,
which completes the proof. O

26



Proof of Lemma 10. We verify the conditions of Lemma 11 with ¢ = log(T'SA/J). Since an epoch ends
as soon as a visited (s, a) satisfies N(s,a) > max{1,2N(s,a)} and N(s,a) changes only when (s, a) is
visited, every (s, a) satisfies N<'(s,a) < max{1, 2Ny, (s,a)} during epoch k;, and hence

max{1, Ni,(s,a)} < ni(s,a) < 2max{l, Ng,(s,a)} < 4max{1, Ni,(s,a) — 1}. (30)

Suppose that P € Cy, for every epoch k, which holds with probability at least 1 — 44 by (26), and fix t,
(s,a,s") with 5" € Sp(5)41, and P’ € Cy,. If ky = 1, then ny(s,a) < 2 by (30), and (28) holds for C' > 2
since its left-hand side is at most 1 < 2¢/n(s, a). If ky > 2, write 8 = B, (s,a,s'), P = Py, (s' | s,a),
p= P(s'| s,a), and m = max{1, Ny, (s,a) — 1}. Since P'(s" | s,a) and p both lie within 3 of P,

_ P 14¢
P s -p <2, P<prp-prafiell

Solving the second inequality for VP and substituting the result into the definition of 3 give

\/13<\/> \Jp +<\f+4\/> 5<2\/p7 13

Since m > ny(s,a)/4 by (30) and |P'(s" | s,a) — p| < 1, condition (28) holds for a universal constant C.
By Dann et al. (2023, Lemma B.2), which is Lemma D.3.7 of Jin et al. (2021), for each layer h, with
probability at least 1 — 9,

>y

t=1 seSy, aeA 5a

< Cs(SpAlog(2T) + log(1/8)) < 2C2S,Ac

for a universal constant Cy > 0, where the second inequality follows from log(27") < ¢ and log(1/6) < «.
The proof of the first inequality uses only E.[I;(s, a)] = ¢:(s, a) and therefore applies even though the policies
depend on the preference feedback. By a union bound over the H layers, condition (29) holds with probability
atleast 1 — HJ.

On the intersection of the two events, which has probability at least 1 — (4 + H)d > 1 — 5Hd, Lemma 11
with g; = 1 gives, for every choice of the kernels P} € Cy,,

T
ZZMPS Tt (s) — qu(s)] < C' HSQALQZth(S)+HS4AL2
t=1 s

—C (st/ﬁ L+ HS4AL2),

where the equality follows from ) ¢;(s) = H. This completes the proof. O

For global optimization, the kernels defining ¢; and w; lie in Pj,, which is contained in Cx, whenever
P € Cy, for every epoch k. Lemma 10 thus gives the following two bounds.

Lemma 12. Suppose that T > A. For a sufficiently large universal constant C., define

E = {P € Cy for every epoch k}

{max{Z\qtsa—qtsa Z]ut ) — (s }gCtr(HS\/ATL—i—HS‘lALQ)}, 31

t,s,a

Then P(E) > 1 — CoH6 for a universal constant Cy > 0. Moreover, P € Py, for every epoch k on E.
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Proof. On the event of Lemma 10, we have P € Cy, for every epoch k, and hence P € Py, C Cy, by (20). Let
P, = P;,. For any choice of kernels P € P,,

D a7 (s a) — qi(s,a)] =D g7 (s) — au(s)]

t,s,a t,s

< Cy (Hs\/ﬁ L HS4AL2>,

where the equality follows from ¢”" ™ (s,a) = m(a | s)¢"""™(s) and 3", m¢(a | s) = 1, and the inequality
from (27) in Lemma 10. Taking P’ = ]5t for every s gives the bound on the first sum in (31).
For the second sum, we choose
P? € argmax g’ ™ (s).
P'Epkt

These maxima exist since Py, is closed and bounded, and

Jue(s) = au(s)| = [a"" ™ (s) — ar(s)].

Thus, on the same event, the second sum in (31) is at most Cy,(HSV AT ¢« + HS4AL2) by (27) in Lemma 10.
Since both bounds are obtained by applying Lemma 10 to the same executed policies and counts, the lemma
gives P(£) > 1 — CyH 6, which completes the proof. O

B.5.6 Regret bound under unknown transitions (Proof of Theorem 8)

Proof of Theorem 8. f T < A=K 2 then HSK\/T > HT, and the trivial bound Regr < HT proves the
theorem. In the rest of the proof, we assume T > A. Define g, = ¢"™ as in the known-transition proof. For
each episode ¢, let

&= {P S Pkt}

These events are determined by the observations before episode ¢ and satisfy £, 2 & O --- D &, whereas
the event £ in Lemma 12 depends on the entire interaction. We have

T
> lai— q;%)]

t=1

E[Regy] < pH?T +E

T
< pH*T + B> 1[E g — ¢, )

t=1

+ HTP(ES), (32)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 7 and the second inequality from V™ (sg;¢;) € [0, H] and
&f C &F. For each episode t, we decompose the second term in (32) as

(ae — a2 be) = e — oo be) + (@es b — G) + @ — @3 be) + (@3 b — L), (33)

We bound the four terms separately, each multiplied by 1[&;] and summed over ¢ € [T].
The first term of (33) satisfies

(@ =) < 3 lai(s, @) — (s, ). (34)

s,a
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For the second term of (33), since g; and 1[&;] are determined before episode ¢ and states with us(s) = 0
contribute zero, Lemma 9 gives

Ee | V€] b — 0| = 11&] Y thszL(l— ((Z))>zt(,a)

sug(s)>0 a

el 3 2 ) - gis))

st (s)>0

< 1[EDY (ui(s) — ai(s)), (35)

s

where the first inequality follows from ¢; < 1 and ¢:(s) < wu¢(s) on &, and the second inequality from

gt(s) < ug(s) on &.
For the third term of (33), define n = 3"/, 1[&;]. Since the events &; are decreasing in ¢, 1[§;] = 1[t < n]
for every ¢ € [T and every realization. For t < n, we have P € Py, and hence g, € 2, C Q,(Py,) as shown

in Appendix B.5.2. Since Zt > 0 as in the known-transition case, Lemma 6 applies to the first n episodes with
Q¢ = Q,(Py,) and gives

n

T
S UENG - qp by =D (@ —q) b

t=1 t=1

S.PI]OgSAA gzzqtsa 2

" =1
Hlog (SA) n d ~
= 52: Et]Z(ﬁ(s,a)ﬁt(s a)?

This inequality holds for every realization of n. For each fixed ¢, since 1[&;] is determined before episode ¢,
we have

1 [(c/’t]Et

E []l[&g] Z G (s, a)ly(s, a)2] =E

s,a

Z@(s,a)a(s, a)2”

SK] SK
< —
p P

<E[1e;

)

where the first inequality follows from (25) in Lemma 9, which holds on &;. Consequently,

T
E[Z €] (a qp,E>] < Hloi(SA) n 7752lp(T'
=1

For the fourth term of (33), since the comparator g, is fixed independently of the interaction and
E; [Zt(s, a)] < 4(s,a) on & by (24) in Lemma 9, we have

E[1&)q;. 6 — )] =E

161 (s, a) (Et [04(s,a)] — Li(s, a))] <0.

s,a
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We now take expectations of the first two terms. By Lemma 12, on the event &£,

T
So1E)Y (s, 0) — @s,a)| < Cun(HSVAT 1 4+ HS A7),

=1 s,a

~

S E)D (wi(s) — au(s)) < Co(HSVAT 1+ HS A2),

t=1 s

whereas the two left-hand sides are at most 2H7T" and ST, respectively, on £¢, since >, ,(q:(s, @)+ (s, a)) =
2H and us(s) — q:(s) < 1. Since P(E€) < CyH J, taking expectations in (34) and (35) gives

E

]~

1€ g — G 0)| < Cur (HSVAT 4+ HS*A) + 200 H?T,

t

i

Substituting these bounds and those on the third and fourth terms into (32), and using P(E%) < 46 by (26), we
obtain

1

L[EN G, b — )

N

< Cy (HS\/AT L+ HS4AL2) + CoHSTS.

Il
—_

Hlog(SA) nSKT
+
2p
420, (HS\/AT L+ HS4AL2> + CLH(3H + 8)T,

E[Regy] < + pH*T

where C7 = max{Cp,4}. We choose § = (HSA(T + 1))~2 and take 1) and p as in the proof of Theorem 1.
Then the last term is bounded by a universal constant. As shown in the proof of Theorem 1, if /nSK/H <
1/2, then the sum of the first three terms is at most 3(H3SK log(SA))Y/3T?/3, and otherwise HT <
2(H3SK log(SA))Y/3T?/3, so that the trivial bound Regy < HT is of the claimed order.

Substituting A = K2 gives HSVAT 1 = HSK+/T v and HS*A2 = HS*K?:2, and combining these
bounds with the trivial bound Regy < H'T proves (16). This completes the proof. 0

C Deferred proofs for the policy optimization approach

We first prove the additional moment bounds needed for policy optimization and then derive the regret bound
under known transitions, using Lemmas 4 and 7. The unknown-transition algorithm in Appendix D uses the
same regret decomposition.

Throughout, /; denotes (9), not (4). Recall that we use E; and P:(E) = E{1[E]] as in Appendix B,
including the learner’s past random choices in the conditioning.

C.1 Loss estimates

The sampling rule in Lines 6—7 of Algorithm 2 does not require knowledge of P, and hence the conditional
moment bounds below apply in both settings. Write ¢; = ¢©™, Q4(s,a) = Q™ (s,a;¢;), and V;(s) =
V7t (s; 4y). The true occupancy measure ¢; is used only for analysis when P is unknown. For the analysis,
define

Gi(s) =Y mlal s)l(s,a), (36)

acA
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so that Et,h = Z]H:_hl gt(s¢,5) in (10).
Lemma 13. For every state s with positive visit probability and every a € A,
EtPXsww\Hts)=:@ = ti(s,0), Bo[lu(s, ) | 1(s) =1] < K7y )
E¢[g:(s) | Le(s) Zﬂta|8€tsa) Et[gtSQ‘]ItS:]gK/fy. (38)

Proof. The sampling rule in Line 6 gives P;(Z:(s) = 1 | I;(s) = 1) = v. Using the conditional moments of
b: from Lemma 4 in (9), we obtain

E, [Zt(s,a) ‘ Li(s) = 1} = —%Et [Et(s,aL) + by(s,a) ’ Li(s) =1,Z(s) = 1]

= s + o) = a0, )
] L ; -
B[l @ [ 1) = 1] < B [ins,a)? +Buls o [ 1) = 129y = 1] < 7 @0y

where the first inequality follows from (z + y)? < 222 + 212 and the last inequality from the second-moment
bound in Lemma 4. For the average in (36),

E¢[g¢(s) | Li(s) Zma|5 [ s,a )]It —1} :Zm(a|s)€t(s,a),
Et[’g\t(s)z‘ﬂt(s) Zﬂta|s [ +(s,a)? ‘]It = }SK/’y,

where the last equality follows from (39), the first inequality from Jensen’s inequality, and the last inequality
from (40), which completes the proof. O

C.2 Estimated losses at later steps

The variable Et,h in (10) sums the estimated losses from step A to the end of episode ¢. The next lemma
computes its conditional expectation and bounds its second moment, separating the diagonal and cross terms.

Lemma 14. For s € S, with0 < h < H and a € A, let n = H — h — 1. Whenever the conditioning events
have positive probability,

Ee|Lu ) L(s) = 1] = Vi(s),
E; |:Et’h+1 ‘ Ii(s,a) = 1} = Qi(s,a) — l(s,a), 41)
E; [EtQ,hH ‘ Ii(s,a) = 1} <nK/y+n(n-—1). (42)

Proof. Let F; ( be the history before episode ¢, so that E,[-] = E[- | F3 ). For0 < j < H, let F; ; additionally
contain the variables Z;(s; ), actions, and observations at steps 0, ..., j — 1 and the states sy, ..., 5 ;. In
particular, a(stvj) C Fi,j, whereas the variable Zt(sw), action, and feedback at step j are not included. We
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first prove E[Et,j | Fi,j] = Vi(s¢;) by backward induction. Both sides are zero at j = H. If the identity holds
at j + 1, then
[Ltj ‘ ft]} = E[gi(st5) | F14] +E{E[th+1 | Fjt1] ’ thj}
= Zm a | se)le(seg a) + Y mla| sig)P(s' | se,a)Vi(s)

a,s’

= Vi(st), (43)

where the first equality follows from (10), the second equality from the sampling rule in Line 6, the induction
hypothesis, and s; j11 ~ P(- | s¢, ar j), and the last equality from the definition of V;. For a fixed s € Sp,,
the event {I;(s) = 1} = {s;, = s} belongs to F; j,. Therefore,
Et |:Zt,h ’ Ht(s) = 1} = ]Et [E[Et,h ‘ ft,h] ‘ ]It(s) = 1:|
= Ei[Vi(sen) [ Te(s) = 1] = Vi(s),

where the first equality follows from {I;(s) = 1} € 3y, the second equality from (43), and the last equality
from s; ;, = s on that event and the fact that V;(s) is determined before episode ¢. For a fixed (s, a), the visit
event instead belongs to F; 1,41, and

Et [Et,h—&—l ‘ ]It(s,a) = 1} = Et [E[Et,h—H ‘ ft,h—&-l] ‘ ]It(S,CL) = 1}
= > P Isa)Vi(s) = Qu(s,a) ~ s, ),

§'€Sh11

where the second equality follows from (43) at step b + 1 and s; 41 ~ P(- | s,a) given I;(s,a) = 1, and the
last equality from the definition of ().

For the second moment, let X; = g¢(s;, ;). The calculation of (38) in Lemma 13, conditional on the history
Ft,; before sampling at step j, gives

0<E[X;|F;]<1, E[X]|F,] <K/ (44)

Let E = {I;(s,a) = 1}. For h < k < j < H, both E and X}, are determined by F; ;. Since X}, > 0, we
have

E¢ [ X3 X | B] = B[ XoE[X; | Fij] | B] <Ee[ Xy | E]
=E(E[Xy | Forl | E) <1,  EJX7|E] <K/y, (45)

where the equalities follow from £ € F; ), C F;; and the F; j-measurability of X, and the inequalities
from (44) and X, > 0. Expanding the square gives

Et[ighﬂ‘ ] Z EX?|E]+2 Y EdXX; | E] < nK/y+n(n—1),
k=h+1 h<k<j<H

where the inequality follows from (45) applied to the n diagonal terms and the n(n — 1)/2 pairs of distinct
steps. For h = H — 1, L; iy = 0 and the bound is zero as well, which completes the proof. O
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C.3 Q-function estimate under known transitions

We now take into account the denominator ¢;(s, @)+ ¢ in (10). The first term in the numerator of (10) estimates
the immediate loss, and the second term estimates the losses after taking a at s.

Lemma 15. For every nonterminal (s, a), the estimate in (10) satisfies

Ee|Qu(s,a)] = m@“’“% (46)
B[ Quls,a?] < W (47)

Proof. If q:(s) = 0, then @t(s, a) = 0 almost surely, and the claims follow. Otherwise, ¢(s,a) > 0 since
mi(a | s) > ~/A. Taking conditional expectations of the two terms in (10) gives

E, {@t(S,a)] = mEt [E(s,a) ‘ I;(s) = 1}
qi(s,a) +9
- mwt(s,@ + Qu(s,a) — (s, a))

qi(s,a)

= m@t(sva%

E¢ [Et,h(s)Jrl ‘ Li(s,a) = 1}

where the second equality follows from (37) in Lemma 13, (41) in Lemma 14, and g:(s)m(a | s) = ¢(s, a).
We next prove (47) by bounding the two terms in (Q);(s, a) separately. We have

~ 2 ~ 2
A 2 Li(s)m(a | s)i(s,a) L (s,a) Ly ps)+1
o] <on| (ML) |y gp | (Moo} ]

where the inequality follows from (z + y)? < 222 + 2y%. We bound the first expectation on the right-hand
side of (48) as

-~ 2
Li(s)mi(a | 5)(s,a) g(s)me(a | )2 [~
) ( al(s,a) +0 > e Ey I CCR EORS

K

S @ a) 1 0) )

where the inequality follows from (37) in Lemma 13 and ¢;(s)7(a | 8)? < qi(s,a) < q(s,a) + 6. For the
second expectation on the right-hand side of (48), let n = H — h(s) — 1. Using (42) in Lemma 14, we obtain

=~ 2

Ht(57 a’)Lt h(s)+1 qt(s, CL) ~9

E || —— | | = SR | L I _1q
t < (s ) +0 oo 1 B | B0 =1

nK/y+n(n—1)
qi(s,a) + 9

(50)
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Substituting (49) and (50) into the right-hand side of (48) gives

2((n+1)K/y+n(n—1)) < 2H(K/vy+ H)
qe(s,a) + 6 ~ q(s,a)+ 96

I

Eq [@t(& UJ)Q} <
where the last inequality follows from n + 1 < H, which completes the proof. O

C.4 Regret decomposition

We first decompose the expected regret into a sum controlled by FTRL and a sum containing the bonuses.
Adding the same uniform component to the comparator and to 7; allows us to bound the remaining terms by
the expected bonus at the initial state.

For a best fixed policy 7%, define

wals) =1 -y (als)+v/A g5 =q"T. (51)

These quantities are fixed independently of the interaction under the oblivious-adversary assumption, and
Lemma 7 with p = y gives
V™ (s0; ) — V™ (s0; ;) < vH?. (52)

Subtracting (51) from (7) yields

m( | s) = m5( [ 8) =1 =) (Fel | s) —7"(]9)). (53)

The regret is still measured against 7*. The following lemma combines (53) with the bonus argument of Luo
et al. (2021). In its proof, the states are weighted by qﬁ(s), while the comparator in the FTRL bound at s is
™| s).

Lemma 16. Fixn > 0 and vy € (0,1/2]. Suppose that the policy update is (11) with 1 uniform, that the
executed policy is m(a | s) = (1 —y)m(a | s) + v/A, that Q; > 0, and that m; and M, are determined

before episode t and satisfy m; > 0and 0 < My < 9H?. Let T € {1,...,T + 1} be such that {t < T} is
determined before episode t. On {t < T}, suppose that, for every nonterminal (s, a),

E/|Qi(s.0)| < Quls, ), (54)
> Fula | )(Quls,a) — Eu[Qi(s,0)] + e[ Qi(5,0)%] ) < mus). (55)
Define My(s) = >, m(a | 8)My(s,a), with My(sg) = 0, and suppose also that, on {t < T},
M (s,a) > my(s) + Z P(s' | 5,a)M(s"). (56)
Ifn < 1/(9H?), then
Hlog A

E[Regy| < vH*T + + 81nHT + E + HTP(r <T). (57)

> My(so)

t<T

Condition (56) holds with equality for the bonus in (8), and it follows from P &€ Cy, for the bonus in (73).
In the applications below, 7 = 7"+ 1 for known transitions, whereas for unknown transitions, (80) defines 7
as the first episode in which the confidence set fails to contain P.
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Proof. Splitting the regret at T and inserting 77, gives

E[Regr] =E | (V™ (s0:4) — V™ (s0; r))

t<t

+E Z (V’”(so; l) — VT (so0; Et))
T<t<T

Z(V’”(so; ) — V™ (s0; et))] )

t<t

<~AH?T + HTP(r <T)+E

where the inequality follows from (52) and 0 < V™ (s¢; ¢;) < H. We next decompose the expectation in the
last bound, which gives

E[Regy] < yH*T + HTP(r < T)

quy E[Z 7Tt ’S _7T ( ’S)7Qt(s7') _Mt(37')>]

t<t

EIY Y a(s)(mel- | s) = m5(- | 5), My, )>] (58)

t<t 8

where the inequality follows from the performance difference lemma and (53). We first bound the term
containing Q(s,-) — My(s, -) on the right-hand side of (58). For each state s, the FTRL update in (11) has
losses Qq(s,-) — My(s, -) satisfying n(Qq(s,a) — My(s,a)) > —9nH? > —1. By the standard regret bound
for FTRL with the negative Shannon entropy regularizer (Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020, Chapter 28), for
everyn € {0,...,T},

n

Z<%t(' | 5) =7 (- | 8), Qu(s,) — My(s, ")) < + Zzﬂt a|s)(Quls,a) — My(s,a))%. (59)

t=1 t=1 a

log A

Subtracting and adding @t(s, -) gives

(Fol- | 8) =7 (- | 8), Quls,-) — My(s,-))
= (7e(- | ) = 7°(- | 5), Qu(s, ) — My(s, "))
+ (7 | 5),Quls,) — Qu(s,)) + (77 (- | 5), Quls, ") — Quls, ). (60)

For the third term in (60),
[ [t < 7] Zﬂ (a|s)(Qi(s,a) - Qt(sva))]

=E

1t < 7] Y 7" (] )(E: | Quls.0)| - Quls, a))] <o, (61)

where the equality follows from the fact that 1[¢t < 7] and 7* are determined before episode ¢, and the inequality
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from (54) in the statement of this lemma. Taking n = 7 — 1 in (59) and substituting (60) and (61) gives

E[Zﬁt( | 8) = 7"(- ] 8), Quls,") — Mt(S,'))]

t<t

1 A ~ ~
o8 ZZm als (Qt s,a) — B¢ [Q¢(s,a)] + nE; [Qt(s,a)QD + 81nH*T
t<t a
< loiA +E[> my(s)| + SIpH'T,
t<t

where the first inequality follows from (Qy (s, a)— My (s, a))? < @t(s, a)?+M;(s,a)? and M (s,a)? < 81H4,
and the second inequality from (55) in the statement. Substituting this bound into (58) yields

Hlog A

E[Reg,] < yH?T + HTP(r < T) + ——2%

E|Y > a(s) < yyme(s) + My(s Zn (als Mtsa)>] (62)

t<T s

+ 81nHT

where we used (1 — ) >, ¢%(s) < H and the definition of M;.
It remains to bound the last sum in (62). For every s’ € S\ {so, si }, since qu is the occupancy measure
of 7T; under P, we have

qu (a|s)P(s' | s,a) = g:(). 63)

For every t < 7, we have

Zq;(s) <(1—*y) s) + My(s Zﬂ' a|thsa)>

< X200 | 2006 = 2 mife | 9P | ) = e
= Mi(s0) =7 3 a5 ()mls) < Mi(so),

where the first inequality follows from (56) in the statement, the equality from (63), ¢ (s0) = 1,and My(sy) =
0, and the last inequality from m; > 0. Bounding the last sum in (62) by M;(s) gives (57), which completes
the proof. O

C.5 Regret bound under known transitions and parameter choices (Proof of Theorem 2)

We now prove Theorem 2 and specify the parameters used in both settings.

Proof of Theorem 2. We first verify the conditions of Lemma 16, with 7 = T" + 1. We have @t > 0 by the
definitions in (9) and (10), and (46) in Lemma 15 gives E;[Q:(s, a)] < Q¢(s, a), which verifies (54). For (55),
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we have

Z%t(a | 5) <Qt(s, a) — Eq [@t(s, a)] + nE; [@t(s,a)2]>

<H@+2(K/y+ H) S mi(a|s)

. Qt(s,a)+5 :mt(8)7

where the inequality follows from (46) and (47) in Lemma 15 and Q;(s,a) < H, and the equality from
0 = 2n(K/v + H). For the remaining conditions in Lemma 16, (8) gives 0 < my(s) < 2H and 0 <
M;(s,a) < 2H?, and (56) holds with equality. The lemma therefore applies whenever n < 1/(9H?). We
next bound M;(sg) = V™ (sg; my) in (57), which satisfies

_ qt(s)¢(a | s)
My (s0) = 206H Esa TR
< 45H qt 99~ 4sHSA,
qt s, a) +<5

where the first inequality follows from 7, (a | s) < ma | s)/(1 — ) < 2m(a | s) and q(s)m(a |
s) = q(s,a), and the second inequality from ¢ (s, a)/(q:(s,a) + ) < 1. Substituting this bound into (57)
of Lemma 16 gives

HlogA

E[Regy| < vH*T + + 81nHT + 46HS AT

Hlog A

< yH?T + ; (64)

24HSK?3
+nT (81[—[5 + 24H?SK? + S)

where, in the second inequality, we substituted § = 2n(K /v + H) and A = K2 and increased the resulting
coeflicients from 8 to 24 so that the same parameter choice can be used in both settings.
For both algorithms, we choose

1 (245K310g A\
Y = min 2, 7H2T N

n:min{l\/ Hlog A } §=om(K/y+H). (65

902"\ T(81H® + 24H2SK? + 24HSK3 /)

To substitute these parameters into (64), we write D = Hlog A, By = 81H® + 24H?SK?, and B; =
24HSK?®. If v < 1/2 and n < 1/(9H?) in (65), the right-hand side of (64) is at most

YH?T 4 2+/DT(By + By /) < YH?*T 4 2+/DBT/v + 2\/DB,T
= 3(DBH*)Y*T%3 1+ 2\/DB,T, (66)
where the inequality follows from /2 +y < \/z + /y for 2,y > 0, and the equality from substituting
v = (24SK?log A/(H?T))'/3. Moreover,
DB H? = 24H*SK?3log A, DBy = (81H® + 24H3SK?)log A. (67)
If v = 1/2, then (DB, H>)Y3T??® > H?T/2 > HT/2. It n = 1/(9H?), then D > T(By +
B1/v)/(81H*) > HT and hence VDBoT > 9H3T > HT. In either case the trivial bound Reg; < HT is

within a universal factor of the claimed minimum. Substituting (67) into (66) and using log A = 2log K
gives the bound in Theorem 2, which completes the proof. O
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D Policy optimization under unknown transitions

This section presents the policy optimization algorithm for unknown transitions (Algorithm 4) and its regret
bound. We retain ét in (9), Lt  in (10), and the policy update in (11). The only changes are the visit

probabilities used in Qt and the bonus computed before each episode.

Theorem 17. Suppose that the transition kernel is fixed but unknown. With the parameter choices specified in
the proof, Algorithm 4 satisfies, for every T’ > 1,

E[Reg,] = 6<min{HT, (H*SK3)Y3T72/3 L H2S KT + H254K2}>. (68)

The last term depends on 7" only through the logarithmic factors hidden in O. As in Theorem 8, it comes
from the lower-order term of the bound in Lemma 10, and we have not attempted to optimize it.

D.1 Algorithm

The confidence sets specify the bounds on the visit probabilities used in the estimates and the transition kernels
used to compute the bonuses.

Transition confidence sets. We use the counts N, M, N, M., the epochs, the empirical transition kernels,
and the confidence sets Cy, of Appendix B.5, defined in (17)—(19). The counts here are generated by the
trajectories of Algorithm 4. In those definitions, we replace the confidence parameter denoted by J with

§ = m, L = log T(SLIA (69)
Here ¢’ controls the probability that a transition confidence set fails to contain P, while 6 = 2n(K /vy + H)
remains the additive term in the denominators of the Q-function estimate. We use Cy, directly, without the
intersections in (20), since the FTRL decision set here is always A(.4). These sets are nonempty, since for a
visited (s, a) the empirical distribution P (- | s, a) satisfies the constraints on P’(- | s, a), and for an unvisited
(s,a) the radius ) exceeds one, so that every distribution satisfies them. The initialization appears in Line 1
and the count updates in Lines 9—12 of Algorithm 4.

Confidence bounds on the visit probabilities and Q-function estimates. Before episode ¢, the algorithm
computes the following upper and lower confidence bounds on the visit probabilities (Line 4), in the notation
¢"'™ of Appendix B.5:

(jt(s) _ Pr,ne%); q 71't(8)7 gt(s) _ Pr,réicrit qu7m (S), {Qt(& CL) iﬂ't((l ‘ S)qt((s)),. (70)

The maximization is the same as in (22), with the policy fixed and the kernel ranging over Cy,, and the
minimization is analogous. Both can be computed by dynamic programming as in Appendix B.5. The relation
¢ (s,a) = m(a | s)g7" ™ (s) shows that a kernel attaining the maximum (or the minimum) at a state s
attains it at every (s, a) as well.

After observing the episode, the algorithm computes E and Et,h from (9) and (10) and sets

~ - Li(s)m(a | S)Et(s a) + I (s, a)Lt s +1
@il a) = Gi(s,a) + 0

(71)
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Algorithm 4: Policy optimization under unknown transitions

Input: Learning rate n > 0, exploration rate y € (0,1/2], § = 2n(K/~ + H), and confidence
parameter ¢’ in (69)

Setmi(a | s) =1/A, k=1, all counts N, M, Ny, M; to zero, and C; equal to the set of all layered
transition kernels;

2fort=1,....,Tdo

3 Setky = kand m(a | s) = (1 —y)me(a | s) + /A,

4 Compute g, g, by (70);

5 Compute my, M by (72) and (73);

6

7

8

9

—

Execute 7; as in Lines 5-7 of Algorithm 2;
Compute ?; and Zth as in Lines 8-9 of Algorithm 2, and compute @t by (71);
Compute 7441 by (11);
Increment N (s,a) and M (s, a, s") for every observed transition (s, a, s');
10 | if ¢t <Tand N(s,a) > max{1,2Ny(s,a)} for some visited (s, a) then
11 Setk <+ k+1, N < N,and M, < M,
L Compute Cy, by (17)=(19), with confidence parameter §’;

The only difference from (10) is that the unknown ¢; (s, a) in the denominator is replaced by its upper confidence
bound g;(s, a). When P € Cy,, (75) in Lemma 18 gives E;[Q(s, a)] < Q¢(s, a) and bounds the difference
Q:i(s,a) — Ei[Q¢(s, a)] in terms of 6 and (s, a) — ¢,(s, a).

Bonus term. The algorithm sets M;(sy, ) = 0 and computes the following quantities backward through
the layers:

20 + (jt(S, CL) - gt(sv CL)

my(s) = Hza:%t(a | s) i(sa) 1o , (72)
1
My(s,a) = my(s) + <1 + H) Jnax Y P | s,0)Y m(d | $)My(s',d). (73)

The difference g;(s, a) — g, (s, ) in (72) accounts for the additional bias from estimating P°. The definition
in (73) follows Luo et al. (2021), and the factor 1+ 1/ H increases the weight of m, at each later step. Whenever
P € Cy,, the maximization includes P, and hence (56) in Lemma 16 holds.

The algorithm computes the policy, the bounds g; and ¢,, and the bonuses using only observations from
preceding episodes (Lines 3-5). It then collects feedback and updates the policy (Lines 6-8). The count
updates in Lines 9-12 are the same as those in Algorithm 3, except that no intersection of confidence sets is
taken. The policy update is not restarted when a new epoch starts.

D.2 Q-function estimate under unknown transitions

The moments of Et, » in Lemma 14 do not require knowledge of P. We now account for the upper confidence
bound (s, a) in the denominator of (71).
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Lemma 18. Suppose that P € Cy,. Then, for every nonterminal (s, a), the estimate in (71) satisfies

A ] _ qt(37 a)
B Qus,0)] = 5 Qu(s, @) (74)
R 1 H(0+ qi(s,a) — q,(s,a))
0 < Qs a) —Ey [Qt(37a)_ < G(s.a) & 5t ; (75)
1 2H(K/y+ H)
E; {Qt(s,a) ] < m (76)

Proof. If q;(s) = 0, then Q;(s,a) = 0 almost surely, and (74) holds since g;(s,a) = 0. Otherwise,
qe(s,a) > 0since m:(a | s) > /A, and taking conditional expectations of the two terms in (71) gives

E, [@t(s,a)] _ ae)mlals)p [E(s,a) ‘ I(s) = 1] L @(59) g [Zt,h(s)ﬂ ‘ I,(s,a) = 1]

Qils,a) +0 Gi(s,0) + 6
= M s, a s.a) —l(s.a)) = M s.a
= (jt(S,a) +5(£t( ’ )+Qt( ’ ) gt( ) )) (jt(s,a) _|_5Qt( ’ ),

where the second equality follows from (37) in Lemma 13, (41) in Lemma 14, and ¢ (s)m(a | s) = q:(s, a).
This proves (74).
Under the assumption P € Cy,, we have ¢ t(s, a) < q(s,a) < g(s,a), and hence the coefficient in (74)
lies in [0, 1]. Since Q¢(s, a) € [0, H], (74) gives
Gi(s,a) + 0 — qi(s,a) H(0 + q(s,a) —g,(s,a))
q‘t(s,a)+5 (jt(s,a)—i—é
where the last inequality follows from ¢;(s,a) > g,(s, ). This proves (75), including states with g;(s) = 0.

We next prove (76). It suffices to consider ¢;(s) > 0. Let n = H — h(s) — 1. Bounding the squares of the
two terms in (71) separately gives

Qi(s,a) <

)

0 < Qu(s,a) — E, [@t(& a)} _

2q:(s)me(a | s)?
(@t(s;a) +4)?
2q¢(s,a ~
(q—t(i ((1) +)5)2Et [Lih(s)ﬂ ‘ Li(s,a) = 1}
< 2K /v 4+ 2(nK/y+n(n —1)) < 2H(K/v+H)
- qi(s,a) + 6 ~ q(s,a)+ 90

E, [@t(s,a)ﬂ < E, [E(s,a)2 ‘ I(s) = 1}

)

where the first inequality follows from (z + y)? < 222 + 2y2, the second inequality from (37) in Lemma 13,
(42) in Lemma 14, and ¢;(s)m(a | s)? < qi(s,a) < @i(s,a) + 0, and the last inequality from n + 1 < H,
which completes the proof. O

D.3 Bounds on the visit probabilities from transition confidence sets

We use Lemma 10 with the executed policies of Algorithm 4 and confidence parameter ¢ to bound the expected
sum of the differences between the maximum and minimum in (70).

Lemma 19. For the confidence sets Cy, of Algorithm 4, there is a universal constant C' such that

P(P ¢ Cy, for somet <T) < CH{, (77)
T
E Z Z((jt(s, a) —q,(s,a))| < C(HS\/ATL + HS*A2 + HST(S’). (78)
t=1 s,a
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Proof. By (26) with confidence parameter ¢’, the probability in (77) is at most 46’ < CH{'. If T < A, then
> otsal@(s,a) —q,(s,a)) < ST < HS+/AT. It therefore remains to prove (78) for T' > A. Let £ be the
event on which P € Cy, for every epoch k and (27) holds for every choice of the kernels P7, with confidence
parameter ¢’. By Lemma 10, P(£¢) < CoH{'.

We choose kernels ;""" P~ € C}, such that

() = qls),  dT(s) = q,(s)- (79)

Such kernels exist since Cy, is closed and bounded. For each episode,

Z((jt(sva) ZZM als)(@(s)—q,(s))
- Z s) —4,(s
<Z’q S+’m ) — (s ‘ Z‘q S_’m s) — q(s)|,

where the first equality follows from (70), the second equality from ), 7m¢(a | s) = 1, and the inequality
from (79) and the triangle inequality after adding and subtracting ¢;(s). On &£, summing this inequality over ¢
gives

T
> (s, a) — g,(s,a) < 2C(HSVAT 1+ HS A2),
t=1 s,a

where we used (27) in Lemma 10 once for each of the two choices P> and P;”~. On &€, the left-hand side is
at most ST, since both ¢;(s) and ¢, (s) lie in [0, 1]. Consequently,

T
B zz<qt<s,a>—qt<s,a>>]

t=1 s,a

< QC(HS\/AT L+ HS4AL2) + STP(£%)
< QC(HS\/AT L+ HS4A/,2> + CoHSTS,

where the last inequality follows from P(£¢) < CyH4' by Lemma 10. Increasing C' gives (78), which
completes the proof. O

D.4 Regret bound under unknown transitions (Proof of Theorem 17)

The proof combines Lemmas 16 and 19.

Proof of Theorem 17. We first verify the conditions of Lemma 16 up to the first episode in which the confidence
set fails to contain P. Define

T=min({t € [T]: P ¢ C,} U{T +1}). (80)

For the fixed true kernel P, {t < 7} = (',_,{P € Cy, } is determined before episode ¢.
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For t < 7, we have @t > 0 by the definitions in (9) and (71), and (75) in Lemma 18 gives Et[@t(s, a)] <
Q:(s, a), which verifies (54). For (55), we have

> Fula | )(Quls,a) — Ee[Qi(s,0)] + e[ Qu(s,0)%])

d+ q(s,a) — gt(s, a) +2n(K/vy+ H)
Gi(s,a) + 0

<HY #als) = mq(s),

a
where the inequality follows from (75) and (76) in Lemma 18, and the equality from 6 = 2n(K/vy+ H ) and (72).
We next verify the remaining conditions on m; and M, in Lemma 16. Since 0 < 26 + g:(s,a) — g,(s,a) <

3(¢(s,a) +6)and > m(a|s) =1, wehave 0 < my(s) < 3H in (72), and expanding (73) gives
H—h(s)—1
0< My(s,a) <3H > (14 1/H) <3eH* <9H?,
j=0
where we used (1 + 1/H)? < e. Fort < 7, we have P € C,, and hence
My(s,a) = my(s) + (L+1/H) Y P(s'| s,a)My(s") > my(s) + > P(s' | 5,a)My(s'),

/ /

S S

where the first inequality follows from taking P’ = P in the maximization in (73), and the second inequality
from M; > 0. We have verified the conditions of Lemma 16, and < 1/(9H?) holds by (65), so that (57)

gives
Z Mt<30)

<t

log A

H
E[Regy| < vH?T + + 81nHT +E + HTP(r <T). (81)

To bound the fourth term on the right-hand side of (81), we choose ]3t € Cy, satistying

%:ﬁt(s’ | s,a)M;(s') = PI}leac},i ;P’(s’ | s,a)My(s') forevery (s,a),

where such a choice exists since the constraints in (19) are imposed separately on each P'(- | s,a). Expand-
ing (73) with P, gives

T

-1 B
My(so) =Y (L+1/H)" Y "™ (s)mu(s)
seSy

VI (sg3my) <33 g7 (s)my(s), (82)

>
i
=)

IN

where the first inequality follows from (1 4 1/H)" < e, and the second inequality from the definition of the
value function. Substituting m; from (72) yields

P (g P (s)7e(a | $)(20 + Gi(s,a) — g,(5,a))
ZS:Q () t<>_H§ cjt(s,a)—i—é
g7 (5,a)(20 + (s, a) — g,(5. a))
SQH;: Gi(s,a)+96

<46HSA+2H > (@(s,a) - q,(s,a)), (83)

s,a
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where the first inequality follows from 7;(a | ) < 2m(a | s) and ql5 ot (s)m(a | s) = ql5 ©7t (s, a), and the
second inequality from ¢**7(s, a)/(q (s, a) + §) < 1, which holds by (70).
Substituting (82) and (83) into (81) and extending the sums over t < 7tot < T gives

Hlog A o1 H5T 4 126 HS AT

T
> (@ls,a) = g,(s,))

t=1 s,a

E[Regr] < vH*T +

+ 6HE + HTP(r < T). (84)

The first four terms in (84) equal the right-hand side of (64) after substituting § = 2n(K /v + H) and A = K2.
For the remaining two terms, (77) and (78) in Lemma 19 give

T
SN (@ls,a) - q,(5,0))

t=1 s,a

< C(HQS\/AT L+ H2S%A2 + H2ST6’)

6HE + HTP(r < T)

< C(HQS\/ATL +H25Y A2 + 1), (85)

where the last inequality follows from &’ = 1/(20H3ST) in (69). When v < 1/2 and n < 1/(9H?) in (65),
substituting (85) into (84) and using (66) and (67) in the proof of Theorem 2 yields

E[Reg,] < 0<(H4SK3 log K)V3T2/3 1 (H3 + H32KV/S)\/Tlog K
+ H2SKVT o + H2SUK22 + 1).

Since S > H + 1 and K > 2, we have H> + H*2K+/S < 2H2SK, and the square-root terms are thus
absorbed into H2SK+/T . If v = 1/2 or p = 1/(9H?), the same comparison with HT as in the proof
of Theorem 2 applies. Combining these bounds with Regy < HT gives (68), which completes the proof. [J

The second term inside the parentheses in (85) comes from the same bound on the occupancy measures as
for global optimization (Lemma 10), and the additional factor H comes from the coefficient 6 H in (84). This
term is dominated by H2S+/ AT « when T > S%A.2.

E Proof of the regret lower bound (Theorem 3)

This section provides the proof of Theorem 3. Throughout, D(P,P") denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence and kl(p, ¢) the KL divergence between Bernoulli distributions with means p and q.

Proof of Theorem 3. Fix alearning algorithm. We construct a layered MDP in which comparisons that provide
information about a Borda winner force the learner into states with larger losses for the rest of the episode.
The transition kernel is known, and each state’s preference matrix is fixed over all episodes.

The instance is shown in Figure 1, and its construction is given in the first three steps below. We then
lower bound the regret averaged over a random choice of the preference matrices in two ways, through the
perturbation of the matrices, which the learner cannot detect without many comparisons that reveal the Borda
winner, and through the losses at the penalty states, which every such comparison incurs for the rest of the
episode. Adding the two bounds and choosing the perturbation size gives the theorem.
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The instance has M chains, and the H — 1 intermediate layers of each chain are split into a first part of L
layers and a final part of R layers (Figure 1), where

M = {MJ L= {HQ”J R=H-1-1L.

The assumption .S > 2H ensures that M > 1. The preference matrices in the first part are unknown to the
learner, and the final part penalizes the comparisons that reveal them.

States and transitions.  For every ¢ € [M] and h € [H — 1], we introduce two states x.j, and z., in
layer h (Figure 1(b)). We call the states z.;, penalty states. Together with 5o and s, the construction uses
24+ 2M(H — 1) < S states. If the inequality is strict, we add unreachable states to the intermediate layers,
with arbitrary transitions to the next layer. Let

X ={x.p:ce[M], he[L]}

be the set of the states x j, in the first L intermediate layers.
Recall that A = [K] x [K]. Let K = |K/2|, K, = [K], and K}, = [K] \ K. Define

Ap = A\ (Kg x Ky)

so that a € Ay exactly when at least one coordinate of a belongs to £y
For every action a, the transition from sq is uniform over z11,..., 2,1 (Figure 1(a)). For ¢ € [M],
a € A, and h € [H — 2|, the remaining nonzero entries of the transition kernel P are

P(xept1 | xep,a) =1 ifh<Landa ¢ Ay,
P(zent1 | Teh, a) = ifh<Landa € A,
P(xeps1 | Tep,a) =1 ifh > L,
a)

P(zept1 | 2epsa) =1 forevery h € [H —2].

All states in layer H — 1 lead to sy. Hence a pair in A selected at a state in X’ moves the trajectory to the
penalty states, where it stays for the rest of the episode, and in particular for the final R layers. The transition
kernel is the same for every choice of the preference matrices below, so that knowing it gives the learner no
information about the matrices.

Preference matrices. = We now define the matrices placed at the states in A'. Let K}, = K — K. For
e € (0,1/40], define

051 091~

KxK

P _ KXKb 7
0.1 Ly vk ‘ 0.5 1k, x Ky,
(86)
-
0.5 1[~{><I~{ 0.9 11~<><Kb —}—2€6m1Kb
p(m) — , me Ky.
0.1 1Kbxf<*2511<bem 0.5 15, x K,
Here e, is the m-th standard basis vector in RK . We also define the matrix at the penalty states,
U=051gxx . (87)
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For a preference matrix Q, we write the shifted Borda score and the corresponding loss as

K
bali) = = S (Qlisr] 1), Lo k) =~ (bali) + ba(k)). (88)

r=1

Under P, all arms in Ky have the same Borda score 3, and all arms in K, have the same Borda score [,
where

05K +0.9K;, 01K + 05K, . 2
Bg - K - 17 Bb — K 1= 59 5 .
Hence 9
bp(i) — bp(k) = R forevery i € Kyand k € Ky . (89)

Under P(m), the Borda scores are

By + A ifi=m,
bp(nL) (Z) = /Bg lfl S ICg \ {m}, A =
By —2e/K ifieky,

Consequently, (m, m) is the unique optimal pair under P("™), and for every other pair a = (i, k),

1 ) €
Cpm (@) = Lpimy (m, m) = 2 (bpem) (112) = bpimy (2) + bpem (1) = bpmy (k) 2 3 - (90)
At the penalty states, the matrix is U, so that by(i) = —1/2 and ¢y (a) = 1/2 for every i and a. Since
1 1 2Ky, _ 1
Z _te(1.1) = = =—_—>= 1

and £p(m) (m, m) < €p(1,1), the loss 1/2 at a penalty state exceeds the minimal loss under P and under P(™)
by at least 1/5.

The preference matrices are those of Saha et al. (2021, Lemma 14), with perturbation size 2¢ and group
sizes K and K, 1. In our construction, every pair to which P and P(") assign different probabilities belongs to
Ap and therefore changes the subsequent state trajectory.

Random choice of the preference matrices. = We choose the matrices at random before the interaction
begins. Set P(O) = P, let T/ = T /M be the expected number of episodes in which a given chain is visited,

and let 13
K
€ =cop min{l, (ﬁ) } . (92)

The universal constant ¢ € (0, 1/40] will be fixed at the end of the proof.
Forevery x € X, let J, € {0} U, specify the matrix at 2. We draw the indices independently according
to

Pr[J, =0] = 3 Pr[J, =m] = 2;( for every m € K, . (93)

Let J = (J;)zecx and let Dy, denote its product distribution. The indices are not revealed to the learner.
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For a realization j = (j,).c.x, define, for every episode t, the preference function

PU[i, k] ifs=x€ X,
PEJ)(Sa (i,k)) = < P[i, k] if s = spors=um., withh > L,
Uli, k] otherwise .

Thus the matrices at all penalty states and additional unreachable states are U as shown in Figure 1. Let
M pref () be the resulting instance and ¢U9) its Borda-induced loss. For fixed j, the preference matrices and
¢0) are fixed over all episodes. The regret is measured with ¢ (9), while the learner observes only the Bernoulli
outcomes of its comparisons. We write E() for the expectation over the learner’s randomization, transitions,

and preference outcomes under this fixed instance.

Optimal policy. The comparator in the regret is the best fixed policy for the instance M peef(j), which we
now identify. Define ag = (1,1) and ay, = (m, m) for m € Ky, and let 77 be the policy that selects a, at
each z € X, (1,1) at sg and at the states x » with h > L, and an arbitrary pair elsewhere.

At x € X, the pair a;m minimizes the immediate loss and leads to . ;1. An action in Ay has no smaller
immediate loss and leads instead to the penalty states, whose losses exceed the corresponding losses under
7rj*-. At the remaining states . p,, the transition does not depend on the action, and minimizing the immediate

loss is therefore sufficient. Backward induction gives 7 € argmin V™ (s0;£9)). Since V) is fixed over
episodes, this policy attains the minimum in the regret definition for each fixed j.

Loss difference at one state. ~ We first express the loss difference at one state using the learner’s visit
probabilities. Let g, = ¢™ be the occupancy measure of the policy selected in episode ¢ under the common
transition kernel, and define

T
Nr(y,a) :th(y,a) forye S\ {sytanda € A. (94)
t=1

Since the policies depend on past observations, N7 (y, a) may be random. Fix z = z.; € X and write
z = 2. Every policy enters chain c with probability 1/ and then reaches exactly one of  and z at layer h
as shown in Figure 1, and thus ¢;(z) + ¢;(z) = 1/M and

T

> (Nr(z,a) + Nr(z,a)) = 7= T,  0< Np(z,a)<T. (95)
acA

Recall that I;(y, a) indicates whether (y, a) is visited in episode t. Given the observations before episode ¢,
which determine 7, the state-action pair (y, a) is visited with probability ¢;(y, a), that is, ED)[I;(y, a) | 7] =
qt(y, a), and hence

EW) — EW =EY[Np(y,a)]. (96)

T T
Z]It(yaa) ZQt(y7a)
t=1 t=1

Fix arealization j_, = (ju)arcx\{z) Of the indices at the other states. Foru € {0}UK,, let M pef(u, j—z)

be the instance in which the matrix at z is P(*) and the other indices are j—z. Thus the instances considered
below differ only in the matrix at . Let P, j__ be the joint distribution of the learner’s randomization, the
selected policies, the state-action trajectories, and the observed preference outcomes, and let E(*J-=) be the
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corresponding expectation. Since z and j_, remain fixed in this step and the next, we drop them from the
notation and write

Po="Po;,, Pm=Pn Eo =E®7-), K, =Emi-=), 97)

7j7z ’
Both lower bounds below are expressed through the expected number of comparisons in .4; at = under the
baseline matrix P,

Bi(j-z) = Y _ Eo[Nr(z,a)]. (98)
a€Ay

Let R, ,(j—z) be the expected loss difference between the learner and the comparator ﬂ; with j, = w at

layer h of chain c, that is, at the states = and z, under the instance M pref(u, j—z). The comparator visits 2 with
probability 1/M and never visits z, so that its expected loss at this layer of the chain is 7"¢p) (a), and hence

Ryw(j_g) = EI-2 [Z Nr(x,a)lpw( ZNT (z,a)| — Tpew (al,)

acA aG.A

— E(Wi-z) [Z Nr(z,a)(lpw (a) — lpw (a;))]

acA
) 1
+ E(u,]—w) [Z NT(Z’ (1) (2 — gp(u) (QZ))] )
acA

where the second equality follows from (95). Both gaps in the last expression are nonnegative. When the
matrix at x is P(m), we have

Rx,m(jfx) > %Em Z NT(IL‘,CL) + Z NT(Z, a)
a#(m,m) acA
= (I = Eu[Nr(a, (m,m))]) (99)

where the inequality follows from the gap of at least £/2 for every pair a # (m, m) in (90) and from the gap
of at least 1/5 > /2 at the penalty states, shown after (91), and the equality from (95).

Change of measure at one state.  This step shows that, on average over m, the learner cannot select (m, m)
much more often under P(™ than under P unless B, (j—z) is large. We compare the two expectations of
Nrp(z, (m,m)). Since this variable takes values in [0, 7], the variational characterization of the total variation
distance and Pinsker’s inequality give

B Ne(e, (m,m))] < 2ol N, (m,m))] + TV (Bo, B)
S%EO[NT(x,(m,m))]—i— %D(]P’O,Pm), (100)

where TV(+, -) denotes the total variation distance.
Under Py and P,,,, the learner’s decision rules and the transition kernel are the same, and the conditional
distribution of a preference outcome differs only at x for the pairs (m, i) and (i, m) with ¢ € Kp. By the chain
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rule for the KL divergence and (96),

D(Py,Pp) = > Eo[Nr(z, (m,))]k1(0.9,0.9 + 2¢)
1€
+ Y Eo[Np(z, (i,m))]kl(0.1,0.1 — 2¢)
1€,
< Ce? Y Bo[Nr(x, (m,4)) + Nr(x, (i,m))], (101)
i€y

where Cy) = 85, and the inequality follows from kl(p, ¢) < (p — ¢)?/(¢(1 — ¢)) and ¢(1 — q) > 0.05 - 0.95
for both divergences, which holds since ¢ < 1/40.
Since K = |K /2| > K/3 for K > 5, (95) implies

7 3T
- Z Eo[Nr(z, (m,m))] < = < —. (102)
K K
mEICq
Moreover, summing (101) over m and using (98) yields
> D(Py,Pr) < Clae®Balj—a).
meky
Jensen’s inequality then gives
1
- Z ,/ (Py, Py, — Z D(Py, P,)
mEIC 2K meky
SCle;L’(]—x)
—_— 103
<e Yoo (103)

Averaging (100) over m and using (102) and (103), we obtain

37 3CuBa(j—a
- Z]E [Nz (, (m,m))] < = + T’ ,/“IQK(]). (104)

melC

Substituting this inequality into (99), and using 1 — 3/K > 2/5 for K > 5, gives

1 )
3 Rl 2 5[ % 3 Bl (mm)
2Kmeng melC
eT” 2 By(j-—z)
> — T =22 105
=T Cie 7 (105)

where C = /3Cy/2/4. Thus the average regret at x under the perturbed matrices is of order £7” unless
Bg(j_z) is of order K/£2.

Two lower bounds on the average regret. = We bound the regret averaged over the independent choices of
the preference matrices. Let

Rr =Ejop,. [E(J)[RGET]] :
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We first use the losses incurred in the first L intermediate layers. For a fixed realization j, the expected
regret equals the total expected loss difference from 71;. The contribution at layer h < L in chain c is
Ry, 1 s, , (j—a, ), while the contributions at sq and in the last R intermediate layers are nonnegative, so that

D[Regr] > Y Raj, (o) (106)

TeEX

For each fixed j_,, the independence of the indices gives

. 1
EJ[Rx,Jx(J—x) ’ J_g :]—m] = QRrO Z R:rm
mEIC

Taking expectations in (106), dropping the nonnegative terms %R%Q(J _z), and using (105) yields

%2 Y Er| = Y Ren(os)

rzeX meky

T' LM
Zs 0 _01€2T/ZEJ_I
zeX

By(J-z)
— |

We next use the losses in the last R intermediate layers. Fix j. If the learner selects a pair in .4; at some
x € X in an episode, which happens at most once per episode since the trajectory then stays at the penalty
states, the learner incurs the loss 1/2 at each of the last R layers, whereas the comparator incurs ¢p(1, 1), and
the difference is at least R/5 by (91). All other contributions to V™ (so; £()) — V™ (s9; 7)) are nonnegative,
since the comparator minimizes the loss at every state . , and the losses at the penalty states are larger. Hence,
counting only the comparisons at the states with j,, = 0 so that the counts match B, (j_,) after averaging
over J,

VT 05 000) — VS (50 090) > 5 3 1l = 0] 3 il ).

zeX a€A,

Summing over ¢ and taking expectations gives

. R , .
EY[Regy] > 5 Z 1[j, = 0] Z ED [Ny (z,a)].
TeX a€A

Averaging this inequality over J and using (93) and (98) gives

ZEJ 1[J; =0] > EY[Np(x,a)]

IEX a€Ay
R
= 70 Z ELI[BLL’(J—JC)] .
rzeX

Combining the two bounds. The first bound is useful when the counts B, are small, and the second when
they are large. Adding the two inequalities gives

T LM
MMy > ©

R Bo(J_s
+ Z E;_, 1—OB%(J_I) — C1 T’ (K)] ) (107)
reX
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For every B > 0,

R B R 5CLe2T"\ > 5C2e4(T)2

BT === - _ 2

TR T <‘F RVE 9K R
50264 T/ 2

Since |X'| = LM, (107) and (108) imply

1 5C%23T
2R > eT'LM| — — —L .
Hrze (10 2 KR)

The choice in (92) gives e3T" /(K R) < c§. We choose ¢y < 1/40 sufficiently small that (5C%/2)c3 < 1/20.

Then TN
€
R > . 109
TZ 5 (109)

By (92) and MT"' =T,
eT'LM = coLM min{T’, (KR)1/3(T’)2/3}
= ¢ min{LT, L(KRM)1/3T2/3} . (110)

ForH >3,L>(H—-1)/3>2H/9and R > (H — 1)/2 > H/3. Also, since S > 2H and |v| > v/2 for
v > 1, we have

S—2 S
> 2> —.
Mz 3m=1=sm
It follows that LT > (2/9)HT and

for a universal constant cy > 0. Combining (109)—(111) gives
Ry > e min{HT, (H3SK)1/3T2/3} :

where ¢3 > 0 is a universal constant. Finally, 97 is the average of E(/) [Regr] over fixed realizations j.
Hence some realization j* satisfies the same bound, and M ef(j*) is the required state-wise PbOMDP, which
completes the proof. O

F Pair-independent transitions

To isolate the effect of transitions that depend on the selected pair, we consider here state-wise PbMDPs whose
transition kernel does not depend on the selected pair, thatis, P(s’ | s,a) = P(s’ | s) forall (s, a, s’). The state-
visit probabilities are then the same for every policy, and the learner faces a separate dueling bandit problem
at each state. We show that the minimax regret under this assumption is © (min{ HT, (H2SK)*/3T2/3}) for
H > 2 and K > 5 (Proposition 20 and Theorem 21). Under theN assumptions of Theorem 3, the T2/3 term
is smaller by a factor of H'/3 than that of the minimax regret ©(min{ HT, (H*SK)/3T?/3}) of general
state-wise PbMDPs (Theorems 1 and 3), and this factor is thus the cost of transitions that depend on the
selected pair.
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F.1 Upper bound

The algorithm for the upper bound runs a separate copy of Dueling-EXP3 (Saha et al., 2021, Theorem 2) at
each nonterminal state. The copy at s uses only the comparisons observed at s and is updated only when s is
visited. Since a state is visited at most once per episode, the distributions over pairs at all states are determined
before each episode, and the algorithm thus selects a policy 7; € II at the start of episode ¢. The algorithm
does not use the transition kernel. Since the parameters of Dueling-EXP3 depend on the number of rounds,
each copy applies the doubling trick to its own number of visits. In a phase of fewer than 2K log K visits, the
copy makes uniform comparisons, and in a longer phase it runs Dueling-EXP3 with the parameters for the
phase length. After n visits, the expected regret of the copy against any fixed arm is O((K log K)'/3n?/3) by
Saha et al. (2021, Theorem 2).

Ve y 1 2 ]-’ e [0 4
[ :Egl C (IIliIl{H} 3 (HZSR Og F{) /3Zl 2/3}>'

Proof. Letng = EtT:l I;(s) be the number of visits to s, and let g(s) = ¢™(s) be the visit probability of
s, which does not depend on 7. Since the visit probabilities do not depend on the policy and the loss of a
pair (7, k) is the average of the losses of (4, %) and (k, k), the comparator can be taken to play (i%, %) at each
state s, where i € arg min;¢ (g Z;le l.(s, (i,4)). Under the oblivious-adversary assumption, the episodes
in which s is visited do not depend on the learner, and conditionally on these episodes the copy at s faces a
fixed sequence of preference matrices. Since the shift in (1) cancels in loss differences, the regret bound of the
copy applies to the losses ¢;. Therefore,

E[Regy| = ZE[ZL ) (L (s, ag n(sy) — (s, (i3, 2)))]
< O(K log K)V/3 ZE[nz/ﬂ
< C(Klog K)1/3T2/3Z )2/3

< C(H?SK log K)1/3T2/3,

where C'is a universal constant, the equality follows from E;[I;(s):(s, a; p(s))] = q(s) >, me(a | $)4(s, a),
the first inequality from the regret bound of the copy at s conditionally on its visits, the second inequality from
Jensen’s inequality and E[ns] = Tq(s), and the third inequality from 3°_ q(s)%/3 < SV3(3°, q(s))¥? =
(SH?)'/3, Combining this bound with the trivial bound Reg; < HT completes the proof. O

Note that under known transitions, Algorithm 1 with adjusted parameters attains a bound of the same
order. Since the visit probabilities do not depend on the policy, the policy 7, of Lemma 7 satisfies

V7™ (s0;4) — VT (s0;4) < pH.
Using this bound in place of Lemma 7 in the proof of Theorem 1 gives
E[Regy| < Hlog(SA)/n+nSKT/(2p) + pHT.

Choosing 7 = (Hlog(SA)/(TVHSK))*? and p = min{1/2,/nSK/H} gives E[Regy] =
O(min{HT, (H?SK log(SK))'/3T2/3}) for every T > 1.
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layer H — 1
1

O

Figure 2: Pair-independent instance with S’ = | (S — 2)/(H — 1)] reachable states per intermediate layer.
Transitions to the next intermediate layer are uniform for every pair, and all states in layer H — 1 lead to sp.

F.2 Lower bound

Theorem 21. Suppose that H > 2 and K > 5. For any learning algorithm and any T > 1, there exists an
episodic state-wise PbMDP with Borda scores and a known transition kernel satisfying P(s' | s,a) = P(s' | s)
forall (s,a,s"), such that

E[Reg,] = Q(min{HT, (H2SK)1/3T2/3}).

The instance used in the proof is the layered MDP in Figure 2, in which each intermediate layer has
S" = [(S — 2)/(H — 1)] reachable states and every policy visits each of them with probability 1/5” in every
episode. At each of these states, the preference matrix is P or P(™ of (86), drawn at random independently
across states. The proof is a simpler version of the proof of Theorem 3. Since the learner’s choices at a state
may depend on the observations at the other states, the change of measure is again applied one state at a time,
with the matrices at the other states fixed. The difference is that a pair in A, now has a loss gap of at least 1/5
at the state itself under P, instead of R/5 at the penalty states, so that the two bounds obtained under P and
P(™) concern the regret at the same state and are combined state by state.

Proof. Fix a learning algorithm. We use the notation of the proof of Theorem 3, namely K = |K/2],
Ky = [K], Ky = [K]\ Ky, Ap = A\ (Ky x K,), the matrices P, P(™), and U of (86) and (87), and the Borda
scores and losses bg and £q of (88).

Instance. Let S’ = [(S —2)/(H —1)]. Since every intermediate layer is nonempty, S > H + 1 and
hence S’ > 1. Each intermediate layer h € [H — 1] contains the states xp, 1, ..., xp s (Figure 2), and if
2+ (H —1)S’ < S, we add unreachable states to the intermediate layers. For every pair a, the transition from
50 is uniform over x1 1, .. ., x1 g, the transition from xj, ; with h < H — 2 is uniform over x,411, ..., Tp41,9'
the transition from an unreachable state is uniform over the next layer, and every state in layer H — 1 leads to
sp. Thus the transition kernel does not depend on the selected pair, and every policy visits each of the states in

X:{xhjilhe[H_l]a ZE[SI]}

with probability 1/S” in every episode.
Let 7" = T/ S’ be the expected number of episodes in which a given state in X is visited, and set

1/3
€= % min{l, (1{{/) } . (112)

For every x € X, we draw an index J, € {0} U K according to (93), independently across states and before
the first episode, and let J = (J,)zcx, With Dy, its product distribution. Set P(©) = P. For a realization
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J = (Jz)zex, the preference function is fixed over episodes and given by PU=z) at x € X, by P at s, and by
U at the unreachable states. Let M yef(j) be the resulting instance, ¢U) its Borda-induced loss, and E) the
expectation over the learner’s randomization, transitions, and preference outcomes under this instance.

The comparator is the following policy. With a§ = (1, 1) and a},, = (m, m) for m € K, as in the proof
of Theorem 3, let 7r* be the policy that selects a* ateach x € X, (1,1) at s¢, and an arbitrary pair elsewhere.

Since the state-visit probabilities are the same for every policy, V™ (sg; £0)) = 3 ¢ (s) 3., 7(a |
5)8(3 ) (s, a) is minimized by minimizing the loss at every state separately. Under P, every pair in K, x K,
minimizes the loss by (89), and under P(M) the pair (m,m) is the unique minimizer by (90). Hence 71; €
argmin,..;; V™ (s0; £9)), and since £U) is fixed over episodes, 77 attains the minimum in the regret definition
for each fixed j.

Regret at one state. Let g = ¢™ be the occupancy measure of the policy selected in episode ¢, so that
¢(z,a) = m(a | x)/S' for x € X, and define Ny (x,a) = Y1, gz, a) as in (94). Then

> Nr(z,a)=T', 0<Np(z,a)<T, (113)
a€A

and (96) holds since EO)[I;(x, a) | ;] = ¢;(z, a). Since m; and 77 visit every state with the same probability,
the loss difference in episode ¢ is

V7 (50;£9)) — V7 (50; 40 th Z ma ] s) —mi(al s))eY (s, a).

The term for s is nonnegative, since the pair (1, 1) minimizes ¢p, and the terms for the unreachable states
vanish. Summing over episodes and taking expectations gives

EV[Regr] > > Ru(j), Re() =EY| > Nr(w,a)(lpun (@) = loun(af,)) | - (114)

zeX acA

Fix z € X and a realization j_; = (ju')arex\ {2} Of the indices at the other states. For u € {0} U KCy, let
M pref(u, j—) be the instance in which the matrix at z is P() and the other indices are j_,, and let Puj_,
and E(“J-=) be the distribution of the interaction and the expectation under this instance, defined as in the
proof of Theorem 3. As in (97), we drop = and j_, from the notation and write Py, P,,,, Eg, and E,,,. The
instances compared below differ only in the matrix at x.

Define By (j—z) = > _4e 4, Eo[Nr(,a)] as in (98) and

Re(j-z) = B2 | S~ Np(2,0) (o (@) = Lpew (@) |
acA

so that Ry (j) = Ry j, (j—z), and Ry o, (j—z) > O for every w.
Under P, (89) gives fp(a) — ¢p(1,1) = £(1[a" € K] + 1[a® € K;]), which is at least 1/5 for a € A,.
Hence

1 .
Raooli-z) 2 2 Bu(j-s). (115)
Under P(m), we have
) € €
Rom(j-z) 2 5Em #Z )NT(:L“,a) = 5 (T’ = En[Nr(z, (m,m))]) . (116)



where the inequality follows from the gap of at least € /2 for every pair a # (m,m) in (90), and the equality
from (113).

Applying the change-of-measure argument of (100)—(104) in the proof of Theorem 3 with 77 = T'/5’,
and substituting the resulting bound into (116), we obtain, for K > 5,

1 eT’ By(j—z)
— Rym(js) > —— — Cy&2T" ) =222 117
2K emli=2) 2 35 c K (117
where C1 = /3Cy1/2/4 and Cy is the universal constant in (101).
Lower bound at one state. Let
— 1
R:v(]—$> = §Rz,0 — 2K Z R;tm

be the regret at = averaged over J,, according to (93). If B, (j_,) > K/(40Cye?), then (115) gives

1 K

— 1
X '—ac 2 otlx .—x 2 7Bz .—x 2 TN 9

Otherwise, C1e*T"\/By(j_z)/K < C1eT’//40Cy < €T"/20, since C1//40C = /3/80/4 < 1/20,
and (117) gives

In both cases, R, (j_z) > cmin{K /e, T’} with ¢ = min{1/(400Cy), 1/20}. By (112),if T’ < K, then
€ = 1/40 and the minimum equals 7" /40. If 7" > K, then ¢ = (K/T")'/3/40 and the minimum equals
KY3(T")2/3 /40. Hence, for every = € X and every j_,,

Ru(j-s) = o min{T', K1)} (118)
Summing over the states.  Since the indices are indepgndent, conditioning on J_, = j_, leaves J,
distributed as in (93), and hence E ;[R,(J) | J_z = j_z] = Rx(j—z). Taking expectations in (114) and using
(118), |X]| = (H — 1)S’, and S'T" = T, we obtain
EjaD,,o { )[Regy] } Z Ej., J-2)]
zeX
> 4%(}1 —1)8 min{T’, K1/3(T’)2/3}
- 4%(}1 ~1) min{T, (S’K)1/3T2/3} : (119)

Finally, H — 1 > H/2 for H > 2, and since |v] > v/2 for v > 1, we have
S > (85 -2)/(2(H - 1)) = S/(4H),
where the last inequality is equivalent to S(H + 1) > 4H and follows from S > H + 1. It follows that
H 1
(H = 1)(S'K)' > 5 (SK/(AH) > L (12SK),

and the right-hand side of (119) is at least ¢/ min{ HT, (H2SK)'/3T?/3} for a universal constant ¢’ > 0.
The left-hand side of (119) is an average of EU)[Regy] over fixed realizations j. Hence some realization
J* satisfies the same bound, and M e (5*) is the required state-wise PbOMDP, which completes the proof. [J
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G Experiments

We evaluate global optimization and policy optimization (Algorithms 1 and 2) with known transitions on
small instances of the lower-bound construction in Appendix E. The experiments address three questions: (i)
whether the regret grows with 7T at the rate 72/ of Theorems 1 and 2, (ii) how the regret at a fixed 7" depends
on S, H, and K, and (iii) how the running times of the two algorithms compare.

G.1 Setup

Instances. An instance is specified by H, M, K, and T. It has A = K? pairsand S = 2 + 2M (H — 1)
states, including the A/ unreachable states z. 1. As in Appendix E,let L = |(H —1)/2|and R=H —1— L.
The preference matrices are drawn according to (93) before each run and fixed during the run. For comparison

with Theorem 3, we set € in (86) to
1 /8KRM\Y?
T =M U0\ 63757 ’

which maximizes the explicit lower bound

eLT 1275&*LT?
B (T) = -
20 128 KRM
obtained from (107) and (108) in the proof of Theorem 3. For each run, we compute the regret Reg; =
Z;le (V7 (s0;£) — V™ (s0;£)) of the executed policies from the true losses.

Parameters. We use the parameters of Theorem 1 and (65) in the proof of Theorem 2 with the exploration
rate and the learning rate multiplied by constants c. and c,, respectively. For global optimization, we set

log(SA))2/3 0= e . min{ 1 \/nOSK}
9 - =n 9 - 9

”0:<T¢57<

and for policy optimization,
[1 /24SK310g ANY?
=ming =, C| ——57—
’Y 2 )y ~€ HQT )

. 1 . 1 Hlog A
= min{ ——, ¢, min
1 om? M 9F2\| TRTH? + 24H2SK? + 24HSK3 /) [ [
6 =2n(K/y+ H).

The estimators and the bonus are as in Algorithms 1 and 2. The constants c. and c;,, were chosen in preliminary
runs with other seeds so as to minimize the regret per step Reg/(HT'). We use (c., ¢,) = (1,64) for global
optimization in all experiments. For policy optimization, we use (1,4) in the experiment varying 7" and
(0.14, 4) in the other experiments.

The exploration rates p and v decrease with 7" and grow with S and K. With ¢, = 1, v would equal
1/2 in nine of the ten configurations in Appendix G.3. If v = 1/2, policy optimization selects a uniformly
random pair with probability 1/2 at every visited state, and the bound in Theorem 2 is of the same order as
the trivial bound HT'. The experiment varying 1" therefore uses a small instance and large values of 7, for
which v < 1/2 with ¢, = 1, and in the other experiments ¢, is chosen among values that keep v below 1/2.
In all reported runs, p < 0.14 and v < 1/2.

Ty
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(a) Cumulative regret (b) Regret per episode

-@- Global optimization ’,—-D
—#- Policy optimization_ -4~ 04
105 § —— Lower boun - '
~
-t ~
9 10° 2 0.3
o 5 S
hut 8 \\
E 104 .//‘ 5 \\I:I
9 2 0.2 S~
o o \\I:l
X
a 103 _ u%
""""" 0.1
102 ’’’’’’’
T T T T T 00 I.\I‘ﬂl T T
3x10° 10° 3x10° 107 3x107 3x10° 10° 3x10° 107 3x10’
Number of episodes T Number of episodes T

Figure 3: Cumulative regret and regret per episode versus the number of episodes 7' (H = 3, S = 6, and
K = 6). Error bars show one standard error of the weighted mean over ten runs and are smaller than the markers.
Open squares and dashed segments show the additional runs of policy optimization with 7' € {107,3 x 107}.
The gray curve is the lower bound B.,.(T).

G.2 Dependence on the number of episodes

We first examine whether the regret grows with 7' at the rate 72/3 of Theorems 1 and 2. We set H = 3,
M =1, and K = 6, so that S = 6, and run both algorithms with 7" € {3 x 105, 106, 3 X 106}. We also run
policy optimization with 7' € {107,3 x 107}. The runs for different values of T" are separate, each with its
own e7 and parameters, so that Figure 3 compares a family of instances indexed by 7'. These instances have
the smallest  and S allowed in Theorem 3. Only the preference matrix at 1 1 is random, and its index .J
takes values in {0, 1,2, 3}. Instead of drawing .J, we fix its value in each run as follows. For each T, we run
each algorithm four times with J = 0 and twice with each of J = 1, 2, 3, and take the average of the mean
regrets for J = 0, 1, 2, 3 weighted by their probabilities in (93). The gray curve in Figure 3 is the lower bound
B.,.(T'), which applies to the regret averaged over .J and the learner’s randomness.

Figure 3(b) shows that the regret per episode Regy-/T" decreases with 1" for both algorithms. In Figure 3(a),
a least-squares fit of the logarithm of the cumulative regret against log 7" has slope 0.65 for global optimization
(three values of T), which is consistent with the exponent 2/3 in Theorem 1, and slope 0.78 for policy
optimization (five values of T"). For policy optimization, the slope between consecutive values of 7' decreases
from 0.85 to 0.72 as T increases and thus approaches the exponent 2/3 in Theorem 2.

G.3 Dependence on the problem size

We next examine how the regret at a fixed 7" depends on S, H, and K. We fix T" = 20,000 and vary one of .5,
H, and K at atime.

» For S,weset H =5and K = 6 and vary M € {1,2,4, 8}, so that S € {10, 18,34,66}.
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Figure 4: Regret per step for 7' = 20,000 as S, H, and K vary. Error bars show one standard error over ten
runs and are smaller than the markers.

» For H,weset S =34and K = 6and vary (H, M) € {(3,8),(5,4),(9,2),(17,1)}, where M changes
with [ so that S is fixed, and hence the number S — M of reachable states changes as well.

» For K,weset H=>5and M = 4 and vary K € {6,8,12,16}.

Each configuration uses ten independent draws of the instance and of the learner’s random numbers.
Figure 4 shows that the regret per step increases with .S and with K for both algorithms. As H increases,
the regret per step changes little for global optimization and decreases slightly for policy optimization.

G.4 Running time

We finally compare the running times of the two algorithms, since avoiding the convex program of global
optimization is a motivation for policy optimization. We measure the time for 20,000 episodes in the five
configurations (H, S, K') shown in Figure 5, with five repetitions. In each repetition, both algorithms use the
same instance and the same random numbers, and the order in which they run alternates between repetitions.
We use a single thread of an ARM64 macOS machine with Python 3.8.12, NumPy 1.24.4, SciPy 1.10.1, and
Numba 0.58.1.

Figure 5 shows that, with our implementations, policy optimization is faster in every configuration. The
median ratio of the running time of global optimization to that of policy optimization over paired repetitions
ranges from 4.8 to 17.1.
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Figure 5: Running time for 20,000 episodes, excluding the evaluation of the regret, for five configurations
(H, S, K). Points show medians. Error bars show interquartile ranges over five paired repetitions and are
smaller than the markers.
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